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SUMMARY 
Over one-half of Iowa's farmers rent part or all of the 
land they operate, and more than one-half of the state's 
farm land is rented. Interests of tenants and land owners 
are largely complementary. Each needs the other's re-
sources as well as his own to operate a farm successfully. 
Rental 'arrangements provide the means for landlords and 
tenants to share mutual benefits from the joint use of each 
other's resources. 
Many of Iowa's landlords and tenants are constantly 
searching for rental practices to overcome new as well as 
old tenancy problems. Most of these problems center around 
determining rent, improving farms, trying new farming 
practices, getting landlords and tenants together who 
complement each other's interests and resources, and com-
plying with Iowa's laws 'and customs of leasing. 
In an attempt to find out more about these problems and 
how they may be solved, 418 farmers and landlords in North 
Central Iowa were interviewed during 1948-49. Included 
were 145 tenants, 131 landlords, 102 full owners and 40 part 
.\ 
owners. 
, Of the tenants interviewed, 83 percent were making plans 
to own a farm. They regarded tenancy as a step toward 
farm ownership. Most of the tenants and a majority of the 
landlords realized the need for a landlord-tenant exchange 
or some other arrangement for bringing tenants and land~ 
lords together who would complement each other in interests 
and resources as the basis for successful landlord~tenant 
relationships. 
Although oral I-year arrangements may result in mis-
understanding and difficulties in operating rented lands, 
70 percent of the rental arrangements studied were oral and 
94 percent were in effect for only 1 year at a time. Im~ 
provements were needed on their farms, 78 percent of the 
tenants said, and they would make these improvements if 
they owned the farms. However, 31 percent of the tenants 
had been on their present farms 2 years or less, and 39 per-
cent 3, years or less. With only a l~year lease, tenants were 
not willing to make improvements from which they might 
not receive full benefit. Nor were landlords interested in 
making improvements from which they would not receive 
full benefit, as would be the case, for example, with home or 
livestock improvements under a crop-share or cash lease. 
Despite these problems, 22 percent of the landlord~ and 
tenants had worked out means for making improvements. 
These means included long-term leases, automatic renewal 
of leases unless one party notified the other. 6 to 9 months 
before the end of the lease, sharing costs and benefits alike, 
compensating adjustments in leases, improvement rents, 
providing movable improvements and compensation for un-
used values of improvements. 
The most common kind of rental arrangement in Iowa, 
according to the 1950 Census of Agriculture, is crop-share 
and cash for pasture, hay land and buildings. Crop-share-
cash leases make up 46 percent of the total. The next most 
frequent kind of arrangement includes livestock- and crop-
share. This accounts for 23 percent of all Iowa leases and 
varies from 60 percent in Clayton County to 8 percent 
in Lyon County. Cash rents make up 17 percent of the 
state's leases and vary from 61 percent in Scott County 
to 4 percent in Greene County. The big shift in kind of rent 
paid during the past decade has been away from cash and 
crop-share toward livestock-share and crop-share-cash. 
Suggestions for improving farm rental arrangements in 
Iowa are incorporated into two lease forms. These and a 
check list of points to consider in developing the lease appear 
at the end of this report. Several features which have 
proved helpful to landlords and tenants interviewed in this 
study are included. They should be useful for other tenants 
and landlords to consider in working out their rental prob-
lems. 
Many rental improvements can be made by landlords and 
tenants through educational programs within the frame-
work of present laws. Some of these improvements, how-
ever, may be expedited by certain changes in the law. One 
legal change which might be considered is to shift the mov-
ing date from March 1 to February 1 or even earlier. This 
change would enable tenants to move on their new farms 
and get settled before spring pigs, calves, lambs and new 
poultry arrive. Also, this shift would give tenants more 
time to get acquainted with the farm and to get moving 
and repair work out of the way well ahead of the farming 
season. 
Another change in the law that might be considered to 
encourage better land use, longer term crop rotations, 
growing of more roughages and legumes, and longer term 
conserva tion farming systems, would be to increase the 
notice of termination period from the present 4 months to 
6 or 8 months. This practice of longer termination notice 
was being followed by about half of the landlords and ten-
ants interviewed and with good results. If assured by Sep-
tember, August or even July of continuing the lease for 
another year, tenants and landlords could plan their crop-
ping, livestock breeding, and poultry programs for the next 
year with much greater efficiency and assurance than they 
otherwise could. 
Improving Farm Rental Arrangements 
In Iowa1 
By JOHN F. TIMMONS2 
Many Iowa farm owners either do not desire or are not in 
a position to operate their farms: These are Iowa's land-
lords. Many other Iowans have insufficient capital, lack ex-
perience or do not desire to own, although they operate, 
farms: These are Iowa's tenants. Each group has some-
thing needed by the other. Landlords own farms and often 
furnish some capital and management needed by tenants; 
tenants have labor and various amounts of capital and man-
agement needed by landlords. Thus, the interests of tenants 
and landlords are largely complementary. These landlords 
and tenants are brought and kepi; working together as teams 
through rental arrangements which contain the working-
rules for operating and occupying rented farms. 
Farm rental arrangements may be defined as oral or writ-
ten contracts under which landlords convey particular farms 
or tracts of land to tenants for farm use. As thus defined, 
the rental arrangement may be oral or written, long or 
short, valid or invalid, good or bad, suited or unsuited to the 
needs of the farm, the tenant, the landlord and the farm 
community. 
RENTAL ARRANGEMENTS IMPORTANT TO IOWA'S 
AGRICULTURE 
Rental arrangements are important to Iowa's agricultur-
al well-being. They contain vital provisions which in 
large part determine (1) how rented lands are used, mis-
used, conserved, wasted or improved, (2) what kinds and 
quantities of crops and livestock are produced, (3) how 
rapidly and completely improved farm practices are adopted 
on rented land, (4) how income and expenses are shared 
and (5) how much security and interest in community 
atf airs are experienced by tenants. 
The importance of rental arrangements to Iowa's agri-
culture is further emphasized by the fact that over half 
lProject 1043 of the Iowa Agricultural Experiment Station. The author is indebted 
to several individuals who have contributed to the development of this study. Douglas 
F. Graves, formerly nasi stant manager, Iowa State College Agricultural Foundation, 
assisted in interviewing the farm owners and operators cooperating in this study and 
In analyzing interview data. John C. O'Byrne, College of Law, State University of 
Iowa, reviewed legal phases of the report and made numerous suggestions for im-
provement. NOl'man Strand and R. J. Jessen. of Iowa State College, advised on 
statistical methodology. and I. W. Arthur. J. J. Wallace and W. G. Murray gave 
helpful advice throughout the study. Appreciation is extended to the many farm 
owners and farm operators who contributed their time. experience and ideas toward 
this study. 
2Department of Economics and Sociology, Iowa State College. 
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of Iowa's farm land is rented and over half of Iowa's 
farmers rent part or all of the land they operate (fig. 1). 
In 1950, 53 percent of the state's 3414, million acres of 
farm land was rented. Thirty-eight percent of the state's 
almost 203,000 farmers were tenants, and an additional 
15 percent rented part of the land they operated besides the 
land they owned. Thus, nearly 108,000 Iowa farmers rent 
part or all of their land. If a comparable number of land-
lords is added, a grand total of 216,000 landlords and 
tenants are involved in around 108,000 rental arrange-
ments. Altogether Iowa's rented lands include 18 million 
acres valued at around 3.6 billion dollars. 
Public programs concerned with improving rural living 
conditions, increasing or redirecting farm production and 
conservation of land resources are affected by rental ar-
rangements. Either these programs must be adapted to 
current rental arrangements or rental arrangements must 
be adjusted to permit a fuller realization of program ob-jectives. 
Because of the importance of rental arrangements 
throughout the state, efforts directed at improving these 
arrangements appear warranted. 
NATURE OF RENTAL PROBLEMS LEADING TO THIS STUDY 
This study grew out of the problems, difficulties and un-
certainties Iowa landlords and tenants had in working out 
their rental arrangements. Several appr6aches were used 
to determine the precise nature of rental problems (table 1). 
First, written requests for rental information coming to the 
Iowa Agricultural Extension Service and Experiment Sta-
tion in recent years were reviewed. Altogether, 522 of these 
requests were examined. Second, 34 county extension di-
TABLE 1. NATURE OF FARM RENTAL PROBLEMS AS INDICATED BY 
REQUESTS AND NEEDS FOR RENTAL INFORMATION. 
Proportion emphasizing following problems 
Total --------------
Source of information ---- Land and Agrieul· Fhling 
home im· Fair tural ClL,tomary farms and 
Num· Per· provements rents changes ~ractices tenants 
ber ce~t (percent) (percent) (percent) percent) (percent) 
-----------------
Letters from landlords 
and tenants· 522 100 30 37 11 17 .......... 
Intetvi ..... s with county 
extension directors and 
"ocational agricultur~ 
tcachers** 34 100 31 30 15 1.1 5 
Interviews with land· 
lords and tenants·· 276 100 29 24 12 6 13 
·On file, Department of Economics and Sociology, Iowa State College. 
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rectors and vocational agriculture teachers in North Central 
Iowa were interviewed to find out the kinds of rental in-
formation they needed most in helping landlords and tenants 
work out their rental problems. 
Third, during the progress of the survey, the nature of 
rental problems was discussed in more detail with 418 land-
owners (including farm operators and landlords) and 
tenants. 
Analyses of these rental difficulties helped determine the 
specific problems to which this report is directed. Stated 
as questions, these problems are: (1) What kinds of ar-
rangements may be used to encourage farm and home 
improvements on rented farms? (2) How can landlords 
and tenants tell what is a fair rent to get and to give? (3) 
How may rental arrangements be changed to keep pace with 
agricultural shifts and changes? (4) How can the processes 
of finding farms and tenants be simplified and improved? 
(5) What are the Iowa laws affecting farm rental arrange-
ments? 
These questions, most frequently asked by Iowa landlords 
and tenants, guided the direction of this study in an at-
tempt to find answers to problems currently bothering both 
landlords and tenants throughout the state. 
OBJECTIVES OF THIS STUDY 
The general purpose of this study is to discover and 
develop ideas and information which would be helpful in 
remedying rental problems and in answering the kinds of 
questions most frequently asked by landlords and tenants. 
More specifically, the objectives of this study are: (1) to 
provide a better understanding of the legal framework with-
in which rental arrangements are worked out, (2) to suggest 
ways of improving the processes of finding farms and rent-
ers, (3) to suggest some better means of providing for and 
making farm and home improvements on rented land, (4) 
to outline some ways of adjusting rental arrangements to 
changes in farming practices and (5) to develop some guides 
for determining the kind and amount of rent to be paid 
(and received). 
Numerous ideas and suggestions which evolved from this 
study are presented on each of the above points. These 
ideas and suggestions should be useful to landlords and 
tenants and to the agricultural technicians who advise them, 
including county extension directors, vocational agriculture 
instructors, farm managers, research workers and rep-
resentatives of other state and federal agricultural pro-
grams. 
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PROCEDURES USED IN STUDya 
Since research funds were limited, it was decided that 
better results could be gained by limiting the interview 
phase of this study to a particular section of the state. The 
20-county area of North Central Iowa, commonly known as 
TABLE 2. PROPORTION OF FAT'.M LAND RENTED AND PROPORTION OF 
FARM OPERATORS WHO R~NT ALL OR PART OF THEIR LAND, 
BY AGRICULTURAL AREA.· 
~ll°Fa:!Y~n1 
Proportion of fartn operators 
Area 
rented 
Renting rart or 
all of thelT land 
Renting all Renting part 
their land of their land 
(percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) 
-
Western Livestock ... 59 59 44 1.1 
Cash Grain ........... : 62 61 46 15 
Northeast Dairy ...... 47 49 36 13 
Eastern Livestock ..... 50 51 36 15 
Sonthp.rn Pasture. _ .... 41 43 26 17 
State ................. 53 53 38 15 
·Based upon 1950 U. S. Census of Agriculture. 
the "Cash Grain Area," was selected for interviewing a 
sample of land owners and tenants regarding their rental 
problems and possible solutions (fig. 2). Several factors 
conditioned this choice of area. First, this area has a larger 
proportion of tenants and rented land than any other area of 
the state. As shown in table 2, 62 percent of the la~d is 
Area 2 Cash Grain 
l LTO. O~(IOl" DIUIIiSOI lun kOUUTH .IIII!U~ WOUII .ll(IIm HO."" ., •• ESlIlll • . - • • • • • • .ll .... ~ ? ... " -trlIilll un "10.10110 • .. 111(01:_ , ... ""'" • flOYD (III(UUW • . .0 • • • Area 3 
• • 1-. • • .. ,nil " ..... ~rtheast 
• •• • • 
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• • ~ • . . .. • • WtIHA" ~·-··"T·~ \" .... ,,' l '01 1''' UIROuli •• • ItA.llIO. HUtll1i . '''''' • • • • .. e. • . • • •• 1111011 lllil JOIIU Ji(l~. • • 
· 
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· 
I MIiStATIIl1 
• -I •. 
Area 1~."'.1I"'" I un 10ill .. "'.~ .... " 
· .. '"·1·" .... \ ".,,' !" ...... ,.,t Area 5 Western I lOUI~1 Eastern Livestock 
_IlU IIIOIIlc.oM11 AOUIS \.1110 .. (unt LUUS "01.01 w.tlHO n"U~OIl Rlln Livestock DES MOllin 
fIIl!'011 
..... " omoT I'."OLD IIIUlut wnlll ,,"IIIOOH: UYIS ~.lIllIUIUI 
\ '" 
Area 4 Southern Pasture 
Fig. 2. Location of sampling segments inclUding clusters of farms studied. 
3For further discussion of procedures, see Appendix A. 
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rented; 46 percent of the operators are tenants; and an addi-
tional 15 percent rent part of their land. 
Second, more requests for rental information came from 
this area than 'any other section of the state. Third, this 
area is centrally located and joins each of the other four 
agricultural areas.' Hence, it might be expected that situa-
tions found in this area would be similar to at least some 
of the conditions in the other four areas. . 
The general approach used in this study was to discuss 
the rental problems previously delimited, with a random 
sample of farm owners and tenants in the Cash Grain Area, 
in order to (1) get a clearer concept of rental problems and 
(2) find out what means were being used to overcome or 
lessen those problems. It was felt that these means (1) 
might be useful to other landlords and tenants experiencing 
similar problems and (2) might provide ideas for develop-
ing additional alternatives for possible use in solving rental 
problems. 
The study proceeded with the viewpoint that a few land-
lords and tenants had already made considerable progress 
in working out solutions to major rental problems. If these 
solutions could be found and interpreted in form for others 
to use, the study could be expected to help solve such prob-
lems throughout the state. 
A sample of 100 small areas containing 287 farms was 
selected by the Iowa State College Statistical Laboratory in 
such a way that every farm in the open country portion of 
the 20 Cash Grain counties had an equal chance of being 
selected. 
Interviews were obtained from all farm operators living 
within the segments and also from landlords who had 
leased land to those operators. Although interest was cen-
tered on the tenant-landlord relations, owner-operators were 
interviewed briefly, in order to get neutral viewpoints on 
rental problems. About two-thirds of the owner-operators 
had climbed through tenancy to ownership and had had 
varied experiences with rental arrangements. 
Interviewing of landlords was restricted to the 131 land-
lords of sample farms who lived in or adjacent to the area. 
All of these were interviewed. An additional 77 landlords 
living outside the area were not visited, because of prohibi-
tive travel costs. Hence, the landlord phases of the survey 
are limited to resident landlords-those living in or adja-
cent to the area of study.fi 
4See fig. 2 for location of agricultural areas including the North Central Iowa area. 
5Because of this omission of landlords living outside the area and because landlords 
owning land in more than one farm had more than one chance of comln" into 
the sample, information presented here from landlord interviews represents data 
for a 8lightly biased landlord sample, 
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TABLE 3. TENURE AND NUMBER OF PEOPLE INTERVIEWED. 
Tenure of respondent N limber interviewee! 
Tenant................................. ............................... 1-1., 
Landlord............................................................... 131 
Full owner-<lpcrator.. .. .. . .. . .. . .. . . . . . . . . .. . . .. . . .. .. . .. . . . . . .. . . . . . . .. . 102 
Part owner-operator. ... .. . . . .. .. . . . . .. . . . . . . .. .. . . . . .. .. .. .. .. . . . .. . . . . . . 40 
Tnt.l.................................................... ........... 418 
As shown in table 3, interviews were conducted with 145 
tenants, 131 landlords, 102 full owner-operators and 40 part 
owner-operators. These respondents rented and/or owned 
the 287 farms in the sample. . 
Separate kinds of schedules were prepared for each of the 
tenure groups of respondents in order to adapt the informa-
tion being obtained as nearly as possible to each situation. 
All schedules, however, were unified toward (1) refining the 
rental problems set forth to be studied and (2 finding out 
how these problems had been or might be remedied.6 
WHY TENANTS RENT LAND 
Bearing out the earlier observation that the interests of 
landlords and tenants are largely complementary, almost 
three-fifths of the 145 tenants reported insufficient capital 
as the main reason why they were renting rather than own-
ing land (table 4). An additional one-fifth gave related 
reasons including "need more land than can buy," "to get 
started farming" and "price of land too high." Fourteen 
percent stated that their opportunities on their relatives' 
farms prevented them from buying a farm of their own. 
TABLE 4. REASONS WHY TENANTS RENT RATHER THAN OWN LAND 
(145 CASES). 
Reasons 
Insufficient capital. .................................................... .. 
Operate rchtive's farm...... . . . . .. . . . . . ... . ............................ . 
~~~:frl:~~i~~~~~~~:~~:::::::::::::::::::::.::::::::::::::::::::::: : 
Hetter off ronting than owning. . . .. . . . . . . .. .. . . . . . . . . ... . .............. .. 
Othertoasons .......................................................... . 











GBeeause of the many, often crucial. variations among individual situations, the 
completed schedules contained many explanatory notes written during or immediately 
following the interviews. The first pag" of each schedule carried this instruction: 
"Thus, the schedule should be regarded as an agenda of reminders of the more 
important points to be covered in all interviews in a comparable manner:· See 
Schedules A, 13, C, D and E, Iowa Farm Rental Arrangements Survey, Exp. Sm. 
Proj. 1043, P. 1, Mimeo. On file in Department of Economics and Sociology, Iown 
State College. 
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TABLE 5. TENANTS' EXPECTATIONS FOR FARM OWNERSHIP (145 CASES). 
To own a farm ......... , ........ . 
To continue renting indehnitely." .. 
To retire from or leave f.rmin~, .... 
Not sure ......... '. 








About half of this group planned definitely on inheriting 
part or all of the farm they are renting. For these various 
reasons, tenants were depending upon their landlords to 
supply the land just as the landlords were dependent upon 
the tenants to supply labor plus some management and op-
erating capital. 
Regardless of reasons given for renting, over four-fifths 
of the tenants stated they expected to own a farm (table 5). 
Only 13 percent expected to continue renting indefinitely, 
and about half of these thought they would buy some land 
eventually as an investment even though they might con-
tinue to rent part or all of the land they operated. 
Thus, in studying farm rental arrangements in Iowa, it 
is well to keep in mind that most of the tenants aspire to 
become farm owners and are tenants as a temporary means 
toward ownership. 
UNDERSTANDING THE LEGAL FRAMEWORK FOR 
RENTAL ARRANGEMENTS 
Iowa law constitutes the broad legal framework within 
which rental arrangements may be developed. This frame-
work permits landlords and tenants wide discretion in work-
ing out rental arrangements to suit their respective needs 
and desires. Hence, most rights and obligations of landlords 
and tenants toward each other are determined by provisions 
within farm leases. In the absence of agreed-upon provi-
sions, however, the law governs such provisions. Further-
more, rental provisions must not conflict with certain specific 
features of the law as stated in the Iowa Constitution, the 
statutes and decisions of the State Supreme Court. In this 
respect, the law may be regarded as the legal framework 
within which rental arrangements are developed and carried 
out. A general knowledge of this framework is essential 
to the understanding and appreciation of rental arrange-
ments and provisions. Iowa landlord-tenant law generally 
reflects the customs and traditions of rural areas and, with 
few exceptions, can be changed by the General Assembly. 
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PROBLEM IS LACK OF INFORMATION AND 
UNDERSTANDING 
Tenants and landlords in North Central Iowa have only a 
vague and often mistaken conception of laws affecting their 
rental arrangements. As shown in table 6, most landlords 
and tenants were not familiar with important legal features 
of their rental arrangements. The exceptions were provi-
sions for termination of leases and removal of improve-
ments. Over half of the landlords and tenants were familiar 
with these. Information on these and other legal relation-
ships between landlord and tenant is not readily available 
to interested Iowa tenants and landlords or to educational 
and research workers. 
TABLE 6. PROPORTION OF LANDLORDS AND TENANTS FAMILIAR WITH 
SELECTED ITEMS OF lOW A LAW ON LANDLORD AND 
TENANT RELATIONSHIPS. 
Proportion of respondento familiar with items 
Selected items of laudlord and tenant law 
(276 eases) (131 cases) (145 clISea) All I-Landlords -Th~ 
__ . ___________________________ I __ (pe_r_cc_nt_l ____ (percent) ___ ~rcent) 
Dat. aDd method ofl .... terminatioll .. _. . .. . ......... . 5~ 66 GO 
31 47 15 
8 II 5 
lR 12 24 
21 10 22 
Landlord.' lien.. .. .. .. .. . .. .... .. • .. .. . ........... . 
Waot. provision.. . . . .. .. . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . .. . ...... . 
Compensatiou tor improvements ..... ___ . _ ......... ._ 
Length oflease... .. . .. .. .. . . .. .. . .. . ............... . 
10 12 8 
64 50 5; 
Partnerships ........................................ . 
Removal of improvements ........... _ . __ . _ ... _ ....... . 
WHAT THE LAW SAYS ABOUT FARM LEASES" 
This section reviews some of the more important features 
of Iowa farm tenancy law. The information detailed should 
encourage a better understanding of laws affecting rental 
arrangements. 
LEASES FOR MORE THAN 1 YEAR SHOULD BE IN WRITING 
According to the Iowa Code, no evidence of the creation or 
transfer of any interest in lands except leases for a term not 
exceeding 1 year will be accepted by a court "unless it be in 
writing and signed by the party charged or by his authorized 
agent."s However, if both parties admit that they made an 
oral lease for a period longer than a year, a court will enforce 
it.sA good rule to follow is that all farm leases beyond 1 year 
in length should be in writing and properly signed. Thus, 
oral leases should be limited to 1 year or less. About lout 
of 10 landlords and tenants interviewed were familiar with 
this phase of the law. 
'For a further diseus.ion of Iowa landlord-Ienunt law see Marshall Harris. Albert 
H. Cotton and Rainer Schickele, Farm tenure in Iowa. V. Some legal aspects of 
landlord-tenant relationships. Iowa Agr. Exp. Sla. Bul. 371, 1938. 
Siowa Code, §622.32 (1950). 
9Iowa Code, §622.34, 622.35 (1950). 
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WRITTEN LEASES MUST MEET FOUR REQUIREMENTS 
Although all farm leases beyond 1 year in length should 
be in writing under Iowa law, it would appear desirable for 
I-year leases to be in writing, also, to help prevent misunder-
standings that may arise under oral agreements. Written 
leases must meet four general requirements: (1) be signed 
properly by both parties, designated as lessor (the land own-
er) and lessee (the tenant), (2) specify a definite period 
for which the lease is to run, (3) contain an accurate 
description of property being rented and (4) provide for the 
payment of rent. Although these bare essentials are suffi-
cient, many more features are required for a good lease. 
FARM LEASES LIMITED TO 2() YEARS 
The Iowa Constitution limits agricultural leases in these 
words: "No lease or grant of agricultural lands, reserving 
any rent, or service of any kind, shall be valid for a longer 
period than 20 years.JJ1O Although the length of lease is usu-
ally "too short" rather than "too long" it'is well to know of 
this legal provision limiting farm leases. This particular 
provision reflected the strong desires of Iowa's founders 
who disliked any kind of landed feudalism and who tried 
to make sure that feudal practices would not gain a foot-
hold in Iowa, by limiting the term of agricultural leases. 
FARM LEASES AUTOMATICALLY RENEWED 
According to Iowa legislation enacted in 1939, farm ten-
ancies continue for the following crop year upon the same 
terms and conditions as the original lease unless a written 
notice for termination is given by either party to the other 
not later than Nov. 1, whereupon the tenancy shall termi-
nate March 1 following.ll The wording of the law is quite 
clear in stating that unless either party notifies the other 
party in writing by Nov. 1, the lease will continue for an-
other year beyond the next March 1. On the other hand, 
either party can terminate the lease the following March 
1 by serving termination notice no later than the previous 
Nov. 1. This provision does not prevent termination of the 
lease at other dates by mutual agreement. 
The written notice so required shall be given as follows: 
1. By delivery of notice in person on or before Nov. 1 by 
one party to the other, who must sign it to indicate receipt, 
or 
2. By service on either party on or before Nov. 1 by a 
tOIowa Constitution, Art. 1, §24. 
llJowa Code, §562.6 (l95(». 
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person on behalf of the other party, in the same manner as 
notices commencing law suits are served, or 
3. By either party sending to the other at his last known 
address, at least 10 days before Nov. 1, 'a notice by registered 
mail with a return receipt demanded. 
Although the 1939 lease termination law has been brought 
into court several times, the issue of constitutionality did 
not arise until 1942. The following year, 1943, the Iowa 
Supreme Court declared the 1939 lease law constitutional 
and used the following reasoning to support its decision.12 
"This legislation is not vulnerable to the constitutional at-
tack here made if it can be said to be a reasonable exercise 
of the police power of the state of Iowa. 
"Such legislation as Chapter 235 of the Acts of the Forty-
eighth General Assembly was designed to correct the evils 
of an ever-increasing farm tenancy situation, to the end that 
the public welfare and prosperity would be promoted. Clear-
ly, it was within the power of the legislature to designate 
:farm tenancy as a subject of police regulation ... 
"It is quite apparent that during recent years the old 
concept of duties and responsibilities of the owners and 
operators of farm land has undergone 'a considerable change. 
"Such persons, by controlling the food source of the 
nation, bear a certain responsibility to the general public. 
They possess a vital part of the national wealth, and legis-
lation designed to stop waste and exploitation in the interest 
of the general public is within the sphere of the state's 
police power. 
"Whether this legislation has, or will in the future ac-
complish the desired result is not for this court to determine. 
The legislature evidently felt that unstable tenure led to 
soil exploitation and waste. The amendment aims at secu-
rity of tenure, and it is therefore within the police power of 
the state." 
Two classes of leases are specifically exempt from appli-
cation of the 1939 lease termination law: (1) sharecropper 
and field renter arrangements and (2) all other tenancies 
involving less than 40 acres.1S Iowa has a relatively small 
number of sharecroppers and their inclusion might have 
increased considerably the difficulties of enforcement. The 
40-acre exemption was adopted in order to exclude part-
time, retirement and residential situations where farming 
is only incidental or where the farm occupation and invest-
ment factors are relatively small. 
12Benschoter v. Hakes, 232 Iowa 1354. 8 N.W. 2d 481 (1943). 
13Iowa Code. § 562.6 (1950). 
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Cropper and field renting arrangements are held to ex-
pire when the crop is harvested (or if the crop is corn, not 
later than December 1), unless the parties agree otherwise. 
Where a tenant occupies and cultivates less than 40 acres, 
either party can terminate the arrangement as of March 1, 
by giving 30 days notice to the other, provided no termina-
tion date has been set by agreement. 
. ·In consideration of the customary "moving date" based 
upon Iowa's types of farming and weather, March 1 is set 
as the date from which termination notices are measured 
and made effective except in cases of croppers and field 
renters. Although the March 1 termination date has been 
generally used as the termination date of farm leases 
throughout the state for many years, there appears to be 
some justification for changing the date to an earlier time 
such as Feb. 1, or perhaps earlier. An earlier termination 
and moving date would encourage tenants to get established 
on their new farms (1) before spring pigs, lambs and calves 
arrive and (2) well ahead of the new farming season.14 
LANDLORD'S LIEN 
A landlord's lien is created automatically by statute and 
results from the creation of the landlord-tenant relationship 
without any provision in the lease. An additional lien may be 
established by agreement of the parties in their lease. Such 
liens give the landlord a claim on property of the tenant if 
the rent is not paid. The statute gives the landlord a lien for 
his rent upon all crops grown on the farm, the increase in 
livestock born on the farm, and upon other personal proper-
ty of the tenant (including other livestock) used by him or 
kept upon the farm during the term of the lease, which is 
not exempt from execution.1s This last clause eliminates 
from the lien that property which by law cannot be taken 
from the head of a family and sold to pay his creditors. This 
includes, for example, necessary wearing apparel, personal 
or family books and pictures, beds and bed clothes, certain 
household furniture, farm tools, etc. In addition, limited 
amounts of fuel, food, feed and livestock are exempt from 
the landlord's lien,16 but not feed grown on the farm during 
the term. l1 
The lien created by the parties in terms of their lease may 
extend to exempt property and is treated much like a chat-
14For further discussion. See a later section in this report entitled "Length of Agree. 
ment." 
15Iowa Code, ~570.1 (1950). 
16Iowa Code, §627.6 (1950). 
17Hips!ey v. Price, 104 Iowa 282, 73 N.W. 584 (1897). 
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tel mortgage.1S Both types of liens can exist at the same time 
and may be enforced in the same manner and at the same 
time.lD 
The landlord has no action on hiS' lien until the agreed 
rent is wholly due.20 However, the lien continues for a year 
after the rent is due, but not more than 6 months after 
the end of the lease.21 This means that the landlord has a 
definite period within which he must bring an action, to 
enforce his lien. Additional protection is granted to the 
landlord by a provision making the tenant guilty of larceny 
if, with an intent to defraud, he conceals or disposes_ of 
products of the farm on which the landlord has a lien for 
unpaid rent.22 
The statutory landlord's lien is not affected by tenant's 
sale of crops to another, in which case the landlord may ~n­
force the lien or collect damages from the purchaser.23 
A special provision made for the tenant's benefit limits 
the statutory lien to crops grown and livestock raised on the 
premises and frees the tenant's other property if the tenant's 
failure to pay rent results from crop failure.24 . 
TENANT LIABLE FOR TREBLE DAMAGES FOR WASTE 
Under the Iowa law of waste and trespass, if a tenant of 
real property commits waste thereon, he is liable to pay 
three times the damages which have resulted from such 
waste.25 Waste of agricultural land resources may be coni~ 
mitted by "any person whose duty it is to prevent waste, 
and who fails to use reasonable and ordinary care to avert" 
it.20 
Two general types of waste, permissive and voluntary, 
may be recognized. Permissive waste occurs when the ten-
ant permits the farm resources to deteriorate, soil to erode, 
ditches to form and fences and buildings to become ineffec-
tive due to the lack of ordinary care and maintenance. . An 
unrecorded number of farm owners stated during the sur-
vey that one of the problems on many rented farms was to 
get a tenant to keep the farm cleaned up and buildings in 
repair. 
Voluntary waste occurs when the tenant actually com-
mits an act which is malicious, such as letting water sys-
18Beh v. Tilk, 222 Iowa 729, 269 N.W. 751 (1936). 
1910wa Code, §570.6 (1950). 
2oIowa Code, §570.10 (1950). 
21Iowa Code, §570.2 (1950). 
22Iowa Code, §670.9 (1960). 
23Sensibar v. Hughett. 227 Iowa 591, 228 N.W. 674 (1939). 
24Iowa Code, §570.4 (1950). 
25Iowa Code, §658.1 (1950). 
2Glowa Code, §658.3 (1950). 
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terns freeze or breaking doors and windows or tilling land 
which under good husbandry should not be farmed. 
Under the Iowa statutes, when the above types of waste 
are committed, a landlord is entitled to collect triple dam-
ages.27 A judgment of forfeiture and eviction may also be 
obtained when the damage recovered is more than two-
thirds of the value of the interest the tenant has in the prop-
erty damaged.28 The value of the tenant's leasehold inter-
est is considered rather than the total value of the property. 
In some cases, the landlord may obtain an inj unction to 
prevent waste.29 
The extent to which this waste provision would be used 
is doubtful because the landlord could obtain quick eviction 
under Code Section 648.1 "where lessee holds contrary to 
the terms of the lease."3o In order to avail himself of this, 
the landlord would be required to have specific provisions 
in the lease regarding waste and mismanagement. 
Some situations involving mismanagement or question-
able husbandry are not serious enough to call waste under 
treble damages provision of the statute. However, if there 
are provisions in the lease against specific acts of husbandry 
or mismanagement, violation of such provisions may re-
sult in payment of money damages by the tenant to the 
landlord. For example, in a 1948 Iowa case a landlord was 
awarded damages after a tenant had plowed hay land in 
violation of the lease.s1 The court allowed the landlord to 
recover $500 from the tenant for plowing up 15 acres of 
hay land and planting the field to corn. The jury awarded 
$300 actual damages and $200 exemplary damages. The 
actual damages were based upon the difference in estimated 
market value of the land after it had been plowed as com-
pared with the estimated value prior to the plowing up of 
the grass. The exemplary damages were really an added 
penalty. 
RULES FOR REMOVAL OF FIXTURES 
The Iowa Legislature has not taken specific action re-
garding the removal of fixtures and improvements supplied 
by the tenant on a rented farm. In the absence of a statute, 
the courts have held that the intent of the two parties at the 
time the improvement was made shall determine the legal-
271owa. Code, §658.1 (1950). 
28Iowa. Code, §6fi8.3 (1950). 
29Doige v. Bruce, 141 Iowa 210, 119 N.W. 624 (1909). 
30Verlinden v. Gobersen, 238 Iowa 161,25 N.W. 2d 347 (1947). 
slRicker. v. Kroeger, District Court, Carroll County, 1948. Also, see Des Moines 
Sunday Register, Section H, Nov. 7, 1948, p. 11. 
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ity of such improvement being removed. The tYpe of im-
provement, nature of annexation to the land, the use to 
which it is put and the method of construction all help in 
determining the intent of the parties.32 , 
The Iowa courts have generally held that so-called "ten-
ant's fixtures" may be removed by the tenant before the 
lease expires or before he has given up possession, if the 
removal does not damage the landlord's premises. If the 
lease ends and the tenant surrenders possession without 
removing the improvements it may be assumed the tenant 
has abandoned the improvements and they become part of 
the landlord's property. Where the tenancy is suddenly 
terminated, the tenant is given a reasonable time to remove 
the fixture.s3 
Since it may be difficult to determine in advance whether 
an item will be considered a fixture and whether it will be 
removable, some tenants hesitate to invest in permanent 
farm improvements. . However, proper provisions in the 
lease will avoid many of these problems. 
TENANT NOT ASSURED OF COMPENSATION FOR IMPROVEMENTS 
Iowa law does not provide that the tenant will receive 
compensation from either the landlord or succeeding tenant 
for unused benefits of improvements. The only way the 
tenant can benefit from improvements he puts on the farm 
is to remain on the farm long enough to get full benefit or to 
remove the improvements or to work out a compensation 
arrangement with the landlord. However, it is impossible 
to remove many kinds of soil improvements such as lime, 
terraces and improved soil fertility. Furthermore, it is un-
lawful to remove improvements which would result in dam-
ages to the premises. . 
Consequently, compensation provisions must be incorpo-
rated into leases if tenants expect to realize benefits from 
unused portions Of "fixed" ill1'wovements they make on the 
farm when and if they leave the farm. 
CONTROVERSIES GROWING OUT OF RENTAL ARRANGEMENTS 
MAY BE ARBITRATED 
Numerous unforeseen eventualities and misunderstand-
ings may lead to disagreements between landlords and 
tenants. Although disagreements generally have small be-
ginnings, they may multiply and become serious if steps are 
not taken to settle them. Iowa law provides for arbitration 
of disagreements between landlords and tenants if both 
32Ray v. Young. 160 Iowa 613. 142 N.W. 393 (1913); Walker v. Puck, 236. Iowa 686, 
8 N.W. 2d 701 (1945). . 
33Rny v. Young, op. ciL 
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parties agree to such means of settlement. "All controver-
sies.which might be the subject of civil action may be sub-
mitted to the decision of one or more arbitrators.""4 In sub-
mitting a disagreement to arbitration the parties them-
selves or their legal representatives must sign and acknow-
ledge a written agreement, specifying particularly what de-
mands are to be submitted, the names of the arbitrators, 
and the court by which the judgment on their award is to 
be rendered.ss 
After demands have once been submitted "neither party 
shall have the power to revoke the submission without the 
consent of the other.H3G Even though one of the parties (ex-
cept in case of sickness) neglects or fails to appear before 
the arbitrators after due notice, the arbitrators will go 
ahead with the hearing and judge the controversy on the 
basis of the evidence provided them by the two parties.37 
The extent to which Iowa law favors settlement of dis-
putes by arbitration may be seen in the provision that even 
though the arbitrators have not been selected according to 
the statutory provisions, their awards shall nevertheless 
be valid and binding upon the parties as other contracts, 
and may be invalidated only because of fraud or mistake.ss 
PARTNERSHIP ASPECTS OF SHARE·RENT ARRANGEMENTS 
A partnership is an association of two or more persons 
who carryon a business together. Each of the parties con-
tributes property, money, efforts, skill, knowledge, or some 
combination of these to the joint undertaking. Partners 
are liable for the negligent acts of other partners. Each 
partner can bind his fellow partners to contracts without 
obtaining their consent. A partner's own property is liable 
·for partnership debts, as well as the property he put into 
the partnership. One of the risks of being a partner is that 
a creditor need not ordinarily go after the partnership' as-
sets first; he can go dire('tly against any individual who is 
a partner. 
Present Iowa law offers no clear answer to the question-
when will a share-rent arrangement be regarded as a part-
nership? Between the parties to such an arrangement, the 
terms of their agYf~ement will govern their rights, so (with 
some exceptions) 39 it usually makes little practical differ-
Mlowa Code, ~679.1 (1950). 
S5Iowa Code, §679.2 (1950). 
36I(lwa Code, §679.6 (1950). 
37rawa. Code. §679.7 (11150). 
3sIpwa Code, §679.18 (11150).. . . 
30Far . example, when termination· and settlement is desircd, a partner's position is 
somewhat stronger than that of a landlord or tenant. 
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ence whether the arrangement is regarded as a tenancy or 
a partnership. In dealing with third parties, however, it 
may make quite a difference. 
There is no certain method of predicting whether a court 
will find that a partnership or a tenancy exists in a particu-
lar situation. Sharing of profits and losses, joint control 
and management of the enterprise, and a joint interest in 
the capital of the enterprise are the chief characteristics of 
a partnership.40 Whether or not a partnership exists turns 
to a great extent upon what the court concludes was the 
intent of the parties in setting up their arrangements. 
The judge will usually have to consider a combination of 
factors that will lead him to the conclusion that the parties 
did or did not intend to be partners, or that they did or did 
not conduct their business as partners. An arrangement 
would be declared a partnership if it was clear that the 
parties meant it to be. However, even though the parties 
never thought about it at all, or even though they intended 
not to be partners, the nature of their agreement and the 
conduct of their business could convince the court that the 
arrangement, whatever it was called, was really a partner-
ship. If one of the parties to an arrangement insisted that 
it was a partnership, the judge would be particularly inter-
ested in what they really meant when they undertook the 
share arrangement. If an outsider tried to show that the 
parties were partners, the impression that the parties gave 
in the conduct of their business would be especially im-. 
portant. 
Because of the additional liability involved and the more 
complex nature of the partnership, the Iowa Supreme Court 
has said that it is "reluctant to construe an arrangement 
... between a farm owner and an occupant as a partnership 
unless such relation is clearly shown."41 Arrangements be-
tween landlord and tenant are usually informal and oraL 
In the crop-share arrangement particularly, parties usu-
ally do not think in partnership terms. The landlord has no 
interest in his share of the crops until it is set aside as rent, 
and he usually has limited control over the operation of the· 
farm. He participates in the profits, if any, but does not 
intend to risk the loss of his capital, even though he may 
share some expenses. On this basis, Iowa courts have held 
the simple crop-share rental arrangement to be a tenancy 
and not a partnership.42 
40Malvern National Bank v. Halliday, 195 Iowa 734. 192 N.W. 843, (1923). 
4lWilson v. Fleming, 239 Iowa 718, 733, 31 N.W. 2d 393 (1948). 
42Florence v. Fox, 193 Iowa 1174, 188 N.W. 966 (1922): In re Estate of Schultz, 196 
Iowa 125, 194 N.W. 242 (1923): Johnson v. Watland. 208 Iowa 1370, 227 N.W. 410 
(1929). 
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However, if the landlord assumes considerable manage-
ment, and uses his assets and ability in much the same way 
as he does when he operates alone, it begins to look as if he 
has stopped being merely a landlord and has become a farm 
operator. It is true that under the American free enter-
prise system the farmer or businessman pits his skill and 
ability against the market in the hope of making a gain but 
always running the risk of losing some of his capital. 
Therefore, where an owner is actively engaged in farm in-
vestments and management, he assumes risks and appears 
to become a partner rather than a mere landlord. 
The stock-share rental arrangement is far more trouble-
some than the grain-share, because the elements of a pos-
sible partnership are much more apparent. There is a 
joint interest in livestock, and the landlord contributes sub-
stantial capital, skill and judgment, as well as far more 
management and control over farm operations than in the 
simple crop-share lease. The very nature of the endeavor 
requires a close relationship between tenant and landlord. 
The Iowa Supreme Court has had no opportunity in recent 
years to determine whether the usual type of stock-share 
lease creates a partnership relation. A few cases have 
arisen in which the court did find that a particular stock-
share arrangement resulted in a partnership rather than a 
tenancy. One of two situations existed in each of these 
cases-either (1) the agreement contained the words 
"firm," "firm property," "partnership," "partnership busi-
ness," "joint venture," etc., indicating that the parties really 
meant to form a partnership/3 or (2) the facts involved were 
such that it was clear that the parties, though without men-
tion of a partnership, had established a concerted business 
activity that could only be regarded as a partnership enter-
prise. The latter situation is exemplified by Johanik v. Des 
Moines Drug CO.,44 in which the parties in a long and de-
tailed written document set up a business to last for a period 
of 5 years "for the breeding, raising, production, and 
developing of livestock for dairy, beef and other meat 
products." The agreement included detailed provisions of 
management, far beyond the normal stock-share arrange-
ment and placed very great control over the operations in 
the landlord. These factors helped to convince the court that 
the arrangement was a partnership. 
In a 1948 case45 the Iowa Supreme Court stated that a 
stock-share arrangement "differed from the familiar grain-
43MilIer v. Merritt, 233 Iowa 230, 8 N.W. 2d 726 (1943); see also Malvern National 
Bank v. Halliday, supra. 
44235 16wa 679, 17 N.W. 2d 385 (1945). 
45Wilson v. Fleming, 239 Iowa 718, 733, 31 N.W. 2d 393 (1948)' 
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share lease principally in that the grain was fed to cattle 
and hogs (most of which were bred and raised on the farm) 
that were later sold and the proceeds divided. Had the grain 
or proceeds thereof been divided, there could be no conten-
tion that there was a partnership. The mere feeding of the 
grain and division of the proceeds from sale of livestock 
did not transform a farm tenancy into a partnership."46 
This was a comment by the court in a case principally con-
cerned with another matter, sO it certainly cannot be regard-
ed as settling the status of the stock-share lease. In some 
of the Iowa cases that decided a crop-share rental arrange-
ment in its normal aspects was not a partnership, there was 
some stock sharing involved, but the court did not make 
any special mention of this fact. Wisconsin courts as early 
as 1913 held that a standard stock-share arrangement 
would not be regarded as a partnership, relying on three 
previous cases holding that a grain-share arrangement was 
not a partnership.47 It is quite possible that the Iowa Su-
preme Court would a~ree that the stock-share arrangement, 
at least in its simplest form, is more like a tenancy than a 
partnership. In an agricultural state such as Iowa, where 
the raising of livestock may be necessary to obtain high 
returns from the land, and where the stock-share lease 
has become a widespread method of conducting farm opera-
tions, the policy of the law would require a determination 
that the stock-share arrangement in its basic form results 
in a landlord-tenant relationship and not a partnership re-
lationship. 
The problem exists primarily in the desire of the land-
lord to provide for extensive control over management oper-
ations and the purchase and sale of stock. The increased 
power of control by the landlord increases the possibility 
that the transaction will be considered a partnership rather 
than mere tenancy. Add to this the use of a firm name, a 
joint bank account in the firm name, equal rights of posses-
sion and use of the realty, references in the agreement to 
"partner" or "partnership" or "joint venture"-and the 
arrangement looks very much like a. partnership. 
Until the courts or the legislature clarifies the law, the 
safe approach in steering the arrangement away from a 
partnership may not secure for the landlord the degree of 
control, risk and management he may want. However, it 
wiII help to avoid the impression that the parties meant to 
create a partnership if the agreement is prepared as a 
lease; the parties are considered as landlord and tenant, 
4GA South Dakota court made a similar comment, without really deciding the issue, in 
Martindale v. Dickey, 38 N.W. 2d 140 (194!}). 
47Wagner v. ButtJes, 151 Wis. 668, 139 N.W. 425 (1913). 
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and the return from the property is regarded as rent. It 
is very significant if the control of the landowner is limited 
to advice or perha.ps a veto on purchases and sales. In addi-
tion, specific provisions barring the parties from binding 
one another, and setting out the nature and extent of their 
duties, will help to show that the parties did not mean to set 
up a partnership and will also restrain them from giving the 
impression of a partnership to third persons who are not 
aware of the exact type of arrangement. 
Assuming that an agreement does create a partnership, 
what specific results will follow? As has been said above, 
partners are all individually liable for the contracts made 
and the wrongs committed within the scope of the partner-
ship business by other partners. 
It does not matter whether the partner on the farm pays 
too much for seed and feed or whether the landowner buys 
an overpriced bull. Since they are partners, they both 
pay for these mistakes. Is there anything they can do to 
protect themselves from each other's folly? There is no 
complete protection. One party might give notice to the 
seller of his refusal to be liable, but this is hardly feasible. 
Most deals are closed before notice can be given. If the part-
ners lack faith in each other, the partnership itself will not 
succeed. Mutual agency power is necessary to the well-being 
of the business, and when this exists contractual liability 
may not be effectively avoided. Provisions in the partner-
ship agreement defining the duties and responsibilities of 
each partner will go a long way to prevent one partner from 
acting without the consent of the other. 
Suppose the hired man is hurt by machinery or livestock 
while he is working, or a hog or a cow wanders upon the 
road and a car hits it, or the farm tractor or the pick-up 
is involved in a wreck? These accidental occurrences cause 
people engaged in farming operations more worry than the 
deliberately undertaken contracts of their associates. 
Fortunately, in this area of liability, protection can be pur-
chased. Insurance will solve most of the financial aspects 
of these problems and each partner can thus protect him-
self from liability arising from the acts of his fellow 
partners. 
This discussion has been based upon the assumption that 
the parties did not originally plan a farm partnership. 
This very practical type of organization should not be over-
looked. Though there are advantages in a tenancy that can-
not be obtained in a partnership, still a partnership ar-
rangement properly set up and used, has great flexibility 
81 
a:i1d is well adapted to successful joint operations. Most 
of the problems presently faced in joint operations can be 
solved if the parties decide, first, how they want to run the 
operation and, second, what legal form will work out best 
for them. if this is done there need be little fear that unex-
pected and unknown results will suddenly arise to plague 
or endanger the relationship. 
CONSULT A LAWYER WHEN IN DOUBT 
Doubts about the nature of present or contemplated live-
stock-share relationships should be discussed with a lawyer. 
He will be able to suggest ways to avoid possible liability as 
a partner, or methods to protect against the hazards of such 
liability, while obtaining many of the business advantages 
of a properly organized partnership. Competent legal ad-
vice in establishing a farm relationship will lead to an 
agreement that creates what the parties intended and will 
produce a clear and lasting guide to a workable, mutual 
enterprise. 
This section on "Understanding the Legal Framework" 
has summarized some of the important parts of the legal 
framework within which rental arrangements may be de-
veloped. However, the discussion is not a substitute for 
legal advice. There are many legal exceptions and varia-
tions that must be considered in each situation. The appli-
cation of any of the material in this section to a particular 
rental situation is a legal problem which requires the help of 
an attorney. 
IMPROVING BARGAINING PROCESSES IN RENTING 
FARMS 
Each year an estimated 10,000 Iowa tenants and as many 
landlords go through the process of finding new farms and 
new tenants. Finding the right tenant or the right farm 
oftentimes is difficult, expensive and time-consuming. Yet, 
success of the rental arran~ement depends, in part at least, 
upon those tenants and landlords getting together who 
complement each other in their resources and needs and 
upon tenants finding farms best adapted to their interests, 
management abilities and financial resources. 
PROBLEMS OF FINDING FARMS AND TENANTS 
The tenant's search for a desirable farm is often costly, 
lengthy and discouraging. Similarly, the landlord's search 
for a desirable tenant may be time-consuming and unsatis-
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factory. Landlords interviewed in this study reported con-
tacting an average of four tenants each before renting 
their farms. Tenants reported contacting an average of 
seven landlords before findin~ a farm. A landlord after 
renting his farm to the best available tenant at the time, 
may later learn of another tenant that would fit better into 
his situation. Similarly, a tenant after moving on a partic-
ular farm, may learn of another farm better adapted to his 
interests, equipment and other resources. But the lease 
has already been signed for a year or period of years. Had 
the landlord possessed a fuller knowledge of tenants looking 
for farms and the tenant known about other farms for 
rent, a better adjustment of tenant to farm and landlord 
might have been achieved. 
HOW TENANTS LEARN FARMS ARE FOR RENT 
Some insight into the imperfections of the rental market 
may be gained from reviewing how tenants learned their 
present farm was for rent. As shown in table 7, half of the 
TABLE 7. HOW TENANTS LEARNED THEIR PRESENT FARM WAS FOR RENT 
(90 CASES). 










Tot.l... ............................................................ 100 
tenants learned their present farm was for rent from their 
relatives and friends. Consequently, the choice of farms 
appears limited largely to those farms with which relatives 
and friends of tenants are familiar. It would seem reason-
able to assume that tenants' choices of farms could be im-
proved if they had a more complete knowledge of farms for 
rent. 
WHAT TENANTS AND LANDLORDS LOOK FOR 
In the process of finding farms and tenants, it is import-
ant to know what landlords and tenants look for in each 
other and what tenants look for in a farm. Almost a third 
of the tenants rank productivity of the farm at the top of 
the list (table 8). Buildings rank second and the home is 
third. However, it should be pointed out that once tenants 
and their wives become accustomed to a modern home, this 
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TABLE 8. PROPORTION OF TENANTS IlANKING VARIOUS CHARACTERISTICS 
OF FARMS (145 CASES) .. 
Characteristics of farm ranked first 
Proportion 
(po .. ent) 
---~~-------.. -----------------------------
Productivity ..•......... 
Buildings an,l fences. . . . . . . . .. . ..... . 
Home ............................ . 
Locatinn to town, school and church ... . 
Good drainage ........................ . 
Free of weeds. . .. .. .. .. .. ... .. ...... . 
Other ..................... . 









ranks high in desired characteristics of a farm. Seldom 
will a tenant family move from a modern home to a house 
without electricity, running water and bathroom. 
Both landlords and tenants were asked how they valued 
characteristics of the other in renting farms. All of them 
listed three characteristics (1) ability to cooperate, (2) 
honesty and (3) farm experience (table 9). However, the 
order of ranking these characteristics varied between land-
lords and tenants. Over half of the tenants ranked "ability 
to cooperate and get along with" as the most important 
point they sought in a landlord. Two-fifths of the landlords 
ranked "farm experience" as the most important character-
istic they sought in finding a tenant for their farm. 
A PROPOSED SOLUTION-uLANDLORD-TENANT EXCHANGE" 
In the interest of giving more complete information to 
landlords looking for tenants and tenants looking for farms, 
it would appear desirable to establish a landlord-tenant 
exchange in each county where sufficient interest exists. 
This exchange might include card files of information vol-
unteered by landlords and tenants wishing to use this 
means of locating tenants and farms. Interested landlords 
might describe their farms and outline the kind of tenant 
and rental arrangement in which they are interested. Simi-
larly, interested tenants might describe their experiences 
TABLE 9. WHAT TENANTS LOOK FOR IN A LANDLORD AND WHAT LAND-
LORDS I.OOK FOR IN A TENANT. 
Characteristics 
Ability to cooperate and get along with .. . 
Honesty and integrity ....................... . 
Farm el:perienee . ............................ , 
Other .............. . 
TotaL ................... . 












TABLE 10. LANDLORD AND TENANT REACTION TO A "LANDLORD-TENANT 
EXCHANGE:' 
Proportion 
reporting In favor Not in favor Not sure Tenure o£respondent Cases ------'1 
(number) (percent) (percent) (percent) 
---'--' ~'---~-'~---'--._---_. 
Landlord ..................... : . . .. .. .. .. . .. .. 131 62 27 U 
Tenants. . . . . . . . .. . . . .. .. . .. .. .. . . .. .. . . . .. .. . 145 88 8 4 
'fotaL .................................. . 276 17 7 
and interests in regard to farms and rental arrangements. 
After card files of this information had been established, 
landlords could look through the tenant file and select a 
number of tenants for further consideration. Similarly, 
tenants could review the "farms for rent" file and select 
those farms in which they might be interested for further 
consideration. In case landlords and tenants participating 
in the exchange did not wish to be identified, each card 
could be coded and identified by the person in charge of the 
exchange upon specific request by a particular landlord or 
tenant. 
The files of tenants looking for farms and farms for rent 
might be maintained in the county extension director's 
or vocational agriculture instructor's office and financed by 
a small filing fee paid by cooperating landlords and tenants. 
Tenants and landlords were asked whether or not they 
favored this means of becoming acquainted with farms for 
rent and tenants looking for farms. Slightly over three-
fifths of the landlords and almost nine-tenths of the tenants 
favored a landlord-tenant exchange arrangement for facili-
tating better knowledge of farms for rent and of tenants 
looking for farms (table 10). The general idea would seem 
to warrant a trial in those counties where sufficient interest 
exists.48 It could contribute materially toward bringing 
together those landlords and tenants who complement each 
other's needs. 
MAKING FARM AND HOME IMPROVEMENTS ON 
RENTED FARMS 
PROBLEMS OF MAKING IMPROVEMENTS ON RENTED 
LAND"lO 
How to provide for and make improvements on rented 
farms is one of the most difficult problems facing landlords 
48Two counties, Clay and Lee, are now experimenting with landlord-tenant exchanges 
with headquarters at Spencer and Denmark. resP<lctively. 
49Because of the importance of this problem. the Iowa Agricultural Experiment Sta-
tion, in cooperation with the Iowa Farm Real Estate Assoeiation. is engaged in further 
.tudies of problems and means of making improvements on rented lands. 
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TABLE 11. EXTENT AND KINDS OF IMPROVEMENTS TENANTS WOULD MAKE 
ON PRESENT FARMS IF THEY OWNED THEM. 
Kinds of improvements 
Proportion who would 
make improvements (145 ea,es) 
(percent) 
Propo!ti~n who 





~~~~1~::~r~~~~~';;~.:.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::: 1 
Other improvements ................................... f 
No improvements ...................................... . 









and tenants. While some landlords and tenants are work-
ing out their own solutions to this problem, most of them 
are stilI searching for satisfactory ways and means. About 
a third of all requests for rental information concern some 
phase of this problem. 
In an attempt to find out the extent and kinds of needs for 
improvements on rented farms, all tenants interviewed were 
asked what improvements they would make on their present 
farms if they owned them. As summarized in table 11, 78 
percent of the tenants stated they would make additional 
improvements if they owned the farms. Many of the 22 
percent who indicated they would not make any improve-
ments if they owned the farms, were tenants related to the 
landlords. Of those reporting that they would make im-
provements, two-fifths indicated buildings would be con-
structed, remodeled or otherwise improved. These would 
include mainly housing for livestock and ·machinery. About 
15 percent reported they would make various kinds of land 
improvements including terraces, permanent pastures and 
fencing. About a third reported they would make improve-
ments in the home, including running water, bathrooms, 
and other kinds of home modernization. Another 11 percent 
reported the need for various other types of improvements, 
such as fixing up the lots, yards and lanes. 
The question arises as to why improvements which ten-
ants think should be made, have not been made. When ten-
ants were asked why these improvements had not been 
made, a number of reasons were given (table 12). The 
three main reasons reported by tenants "why improvements 
have not been made" were (1) landlord did not feel the im-
provement was needed, (2) satisfactory arrangements had 
not been worked out and (3) either landlord or tenant was 
not financially able. It is interesting to note that almost a 
fifth of these tenants reported that the improvements which 
they think are needed, are being made or that they have not 
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TABLE 12. WHY IMPROVEMENTS HAVE NOT BEEN MADE AS REPORTED 
BY TENANT. 
Reasons why improvements have not been made 
Proportion (pereent) 
(113 cases)" 
I,andlord doesn't think improvement is needed. . . . . . . . . . .. ................. 29 
Can't work out arrangement satisfactory to both. . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . 21 
Landlord or tenant not financially' able.. . .. . .. .. . . . . ... .................. 20 
Improvement i. being or will be made ........... ,... .. ....... . .... ........ 13 
Haven't bsd time to make improvement.. . . . . . .. .......................... 6 
Otherreason........................................................... 11 
Total.. .. . .. . .. .. .. .. . .. .. .. . .... ........ .... ...... .. ........ .. 100 
• Additional 32 tenants reported they would not make further improvements even if 
they owned the farms. (See table 11.) 
yet had time to work out arrangements, This indicates that 
progress is being made toward getting more improvements 
on rented farms. 
Interviews with both landlords and tenants yielded a 
number of basic reasons why improvements are not forth-
coming on tenant farms. An understanding of these reasons 
is necessary in developing ways and means for working out 
arrangements for making improvements, 
FROM THE TENANT'S VIEWPOINT 
From the tenant's viewpoint, there are three major 
reasons why he does not make improvements which he feels 
are needed. First, he is uncertain that he will remain on 
the farm long enough to get full benefit from the improve-
ments. Second, he has no assurance he would be compen-
sated for his unused value of the improvement in case he 
moves from the farm. Third, since improvements make 
the landlord's property more valuable and attractive to 
other tenants, an increased rent may result from improving 
the farm. These three reasons constitute the basic problem 
of tenants' unwillingness and reluctance to improve their 
farms. 
FROM THE LANDLORD'S VIEWPOINT 
The main reason why landlords are reluctant to make 
particular improvements is that they will not share directly 
in the benefits. Under crop-share leases, for example, land-
lords do not share directly from livestock housing, fencing, 
feeding floors and water supplies even though indirect 
benefits may be realized through increased productivity of 
the farm. Similarly, landlords do not share directly in im-
proving the tenant's house even though indirect benefits 
may come through kee-ping or attracting better tenants. 
FROM BOTH VIEWPOINTS 
·Additional reasons shared by landlords and tenants also 
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may help account for improvements not being made on ten-
ant farms. First, either landlord or tenant may not feel a 
particular improvement is necessary even though both 
would share from its benefits. Second, they may not be 
financially able to go ahead with the improvement even 
though they appreciate the desirability of it. 
TENURE INSTABILITY AND INSECURITY OF 
EXPECT ATIONS 
Since the basic reasons why tenants do not improve farms 
stem from their uncertain future use and occupancy of 
their present farms, an effort was made to find out how 
long tenants occupy farms, why they move and estimates 
of moving costs. Table 13 shows that 2 out of 5 tenants had 
been on their present farms 3 years or less and almost a 
third of the tenants had been on their present farm 2 years 
or less. Futhermore, very few of these tenants enjoyed 
complete certainty of expectations that they would remain 
on their farms beyond anyone year. Consequently, stability 
of tenure as measured by years on farm (shown in table 
13) may be misleading as an indication of why tenants may 
or may not improve farms. For example, tenants may re-
main on the same farm for a period of 20 years as did 4 
percent of the tenants in this study; yet, they may not 
have possessed the necessary security of expectations of 
remaining on the farm beyond anyone year, to go ahead 
with farm improvements. 
Stability of tenure looks backward while security of ex-
pectations looks forward. Therefore, the number of years 
on a farm is not nearly as important as the security of ex-
pectations that the tenant enjoys with respect to his future 
use of the improvements he makes on the land. 
Another qualification should be made with respect to 
TABLE 13. YEARS ON PRESENT FARMS FOR TENANTS AND OWNERS. 
Y car. on same farm 
Number of yea ... proportion of tennnll! and 
owners ha.ve been on prescnt farms 
Tenants (145 cases) Own .... (142 e .. es) 
(percent) (percent) 
--_._._--------------- ------
Leas than 1 ............................................ . 
2 and less ............................................ . 
3 and Ie .............................................. . 
4 and I ............................................... . 
5 and less ............................................ . 
9 and less ............................................ . 
14 and I ............................................. .. 
19 and less ............................................ . 
20 anu over .......................................... . 






















TABLE 14. PROPORTIONS (BY AGE GROUPS) OF TENANTS AND OWNERS 
OPERATING FARMS. 
Age group (years) 
Proportion of tenants and owner-operators 
Tenants (145 cases) Owners (142 cases) 
(percent) (percent) 
Less than as ................................ . 
35 to 44 ............................................. . 
45t054 ............................................. . 
55 and over.................. . .................... . 











years on the same farm by tenants as compared with own-
ers As shown in table 14, tenants are a much younger group 
of farmers than owner-operators and have had less years 
of life to occupy a particular farm. Over a third of the 
tenants were less than 35 years of age as compared with 
only 8 percent of the owner-operators. There appeared to 
be little difference in proportions of owners and tenants in 
the intermediate age groups of 35 to 54 years of age. How-
ever, the 55-years-and-older age group accounted for 44 
percent of the owner-operators and only 17 percent of the 
tenants. 
REASONS FOR AND COSTS OF TENANT MOVES 
It cannot be assumed that moving about by tenants, as in-
dicated by the instability of tenure data, is necessarily un-
desirable. With this hypothesis in mind an effort -was made 
to find out why tenants interviewed in this study had moved 
from their previous farm to their present farm. As shown 
in table 15, about a sixth of the 145 tenants had never 
moved. These tenants, mostly the younger ones, were still 
on the farm on which they had started farming. The re-
maining five-sixths of the tenants had moved at least once-
TABLE 15. REASONS WHY TENANTS MOVED FROM PREVIOUS FARM. 
Reasons 
I'ropartion of Tenant 
all reaSons initiated 










Disagr~t-;;ith Is;;;!lord ... ~:.-:~-... -.. '-----;0------1·----- ---W--
Farm waS sold.. .. .. . .. .. . . .. .. .. .. .. .. 17 17 
Owner or relative of owner moved all farm 16 16 
Found a hetter farm. . ............ ..... 15 15 
Tcnant bought farm or moved to rcla-
tive's farm. . . . ... .. .... .. . . .. . . . . .. . 13 13 
Farm was too large or too small.. .. .. .. . 10 10 
Left farming occupation. . . 8 8 
Other reasons. . . . . . I 1 
Tolal. .......................... . 100 46 21 
"Remaining 25 tenants had not moved. 
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from their previous farm to the present farm. Reasons for 
moving applied only to this particular move. 
About four-fifths of the tenants listed as their reason for 
moving: self-improvements for either tenants or land-
lords. For example, 46 percent of the tenants had moved 
to their present farm because they felt they were bettering 
their situation by moving to a farm better suited to their 
needs and resources. An additional 33 percent moved be-
cause the landlords felt they were bettering their situation 
through selling the farm or through moving on the farm 
themselves or by renting to a relative. Possibly the remain-
ing fifth of the moves growing directly from disagreements 
between landlords and tenants might have been prevented. 
Some of the other reasons may have been partially motiva-
ted by disagreements between the two parties. 
The conclusions that may be drawn from these reasons 
for moving would seem to indicate that most of the moves 
are motivated by landlords and tenants bettering their con. 
ditions. Hence, arrangements for making improvements on 
rented land must provide for considerable instability of 
tenure. 
Tenants were also asked to estimate the costs involved in 
moving from their previous farm to the present farm. 
These estimated costs by tenants are shown in table 16 
TABLE 16. COST OF MOVING TO as averaging $615 per tenant. 
TENANT (BASED ON 120 CASES). These costs are made up of 
Kinds of costs 
$275 in direct costs of mov-
._.~~ ing - including transporta-
Direct costs..... ..... ........ . . ... $275 tion, labor and breakages-
Indirect costs.. ......... .......... 340 and $340 of indirect .costs, 
Total costs per tenant per mOVe ••• 615 including time and experi-
ence costs of getting . ac-
quaintedwith and adjusted to the new farm. These indirect 
costs are important, but difficult to estimate. Possibly these 
estimates are conservative since it is difficult to remember 
and assess all the costs associated with moving. Also, the 
landlord bears costs which have not been estimated, growing 
out of getting the new tenant adjusted to the farm. Several 
tenants observed that three moves were as costly as a fire. 
SOME ALTERN ATIVE WAYS OF IMPROVING RENTED 
FARMS 
Fortunately, 32 pairs of landlords and tenants inter-
viewed had worked out means for overcoming problems of 
making improvements on rented farms (table 17). 
Ten alternative ways were being used for making im-
provements on rented farms. These alternatives vary with 
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TABLE 17. HOW LANDLORDS AND TENANTS HAVE WORKED OUT ARRANGE-
MENTS TO MAKE IMPROVEMENTS AS REPORTED BY 32 RESPONDENTS. 
Kind of arrangement 
Cases of improve- I 
lIIents reported' Proportion 
(number) (percent) 
---------





All.xp.nS.~ were shared ............................... . 
L.ndlord ma.dc imprO\·ement ............................ . 
Adjustments were made in the rental arrangement ......... . 
Tenant made improvement .............................. . 
Tot.I. ........................................... .. 54 .. 
• Additional 113 tenants reported no improvements had been made. 
"Not mutually exclusive. The 32 respondents reported 54 improvements had been 
made. These represent 22 percent ot all respondents. 
individual situations and needs. However, from these al-
ternatives, landlords and tenants seeking information on 
making improvements should get some ideas for helping 
them work out arrangements to suit their needs. 
LANDLORD AND TENANT SHARE COSTS AND BENEFITS 
One method 0-( making improvements on rented land is 
for the landlord and tenant to share the costs of an improve-
ment according to expected benefits received by each party. 
For example, if landlord and tenant share a crop like corn 
or oats equally, then the fertilizer might well be shared 
equally. However, if fertilizer benefits· extend over several 
years and beyond the period the tenant is sure of remaining 
on the farm, the landlord might well assume costs propor-
tionate to benefits which remain after the tenant leaves the 
farm. In those instances where all benefits from the im-
provement occur while the tenant is on the farm, costs may 
be shared in accordance with the benefits each receives. 
This arrangement should apply to many of the shorter 
term improvements. 
LANDLORD FURNISHES MATERIALS AND TENANT FURNISHES 
HIS LABOR 
Another fairly common arrangement, this method may 
well apply to minor improvements such as fencing, particu-
larly if the tenant can put in the fence during slack periods 
of the year. In the event considerable work is involved, the 
tenant may want to be sure of getting fulI benefit from his 
labor through a long-term lease or through arrangements 
to obtain compensation for any unused value of his contribu-
tion if he moves soon after the improvement is made, or 
through cash payments or reduction in cash rent. 
COMPENSATING ADJUSTMENTS IN LEASE FOR IMPROVEMENTS 
Another way of making improvements is for one party to 
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make part or all of an improvement in return for a compen-
sating feature in another phase of the lease. For example, 
the tenant may fill a gully in return for the landlord making 
an improvement on the house. Similarly, cash relit for pas-
ture and meadow land may be reduced if the tenant puts in 
a fence or gets a stand of grass. 
TENANT MAKES IMPROVEM.ENT UNDER LONG·TERM LEASE 
When the tenant is assured of remaining on the farm long 
enough to get full benefits from an improvement such as a 
yard fence or feeding floor, he may make the improvement 
himself. This is particularly applicable to improvements 
from which the landlord receives no direct benefits through 
current income. Also, long-term leases may permit landlord 
and tenant to share costs in the same manner benefits are 
received over the period of the lease. For example, if effects 
from liming last 5 years, and both parties share equally in 
the crops produced, it would appear that the two parties 
could share the costs of liming equally, providing their lease 
ran the full 5 years. However, in light of reasons given by 
tenants for moving in table 15, long-term leases might pre-
vent tenants and landlords from improving their positions. 
TENANT MAKES IMPROVEMENT UNDER COMPENSATION PROVISION 
In cases where the tenant may not expect full benefits 
from an improvement because of his uncertainty of remain-
ing on the farm, he may still make the improvement provid-
ing the landlord agrees to compensate him for any unused 
benefits from the improvement when and if he leaves the 
farm. This may apply to fertilizers, liming, terracing, feed-
ing floors, water systems, corncribs and a number of simi-
lar improvements. 
An example of how compensation provisions may be de-
veloped follows with respect to liming land. Assume that 
the tenant rents the farm for cash under a I-year lease and 
wants to plant 10 acres of alfalfa for his livestock. The 10 
acres must be limed and this will cost $10 per acre ora total 
cost of $100. Assume that effects from liming this field will 
occur over a period of 10 years at an equal rate each year as 
fonows: 
Since the landlord receives no direct benefit from the lim-
ing investment because the tenant gets all of the alfalfa 
produced according to their cash lease, he may not be inter-
ested in making or even in sharing in the investment. On 
the other hand, the tenant is not interested in making the 
$100 investment either, since he will be sure of getting back 
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benefits from only a tenth of the investment under his 1-
year lease. 
One Way of breaking the deadlock and getting the lime on 
the bind so the tenant can grow alfalfa to feed his livestock 
is for the tenant and landlord to work out an agreement 
whereby (1) the tenant makes all the investment of $100 
for liming and (2) the landlord agrees to reimburse him 
for any unused part of the investment in case the tenant 
leaves the farm within 10 years. Of course, if the tenant 
were sure of remaining on the farm for 10 years, he would 
make the investment since he would derive all benefits from 
the liming investment. However, for reasons given in table 
15, the tenant and landlord may not want to contract for 
10 years into the future. Of course, if the tenant remains 
on the farm for 10 years, he has no reimbursement coming 
from the landlord since the tenant has realized the full 
benefits from his investment. 
On the other hand, if the tenant moved at the end of the 
second year, he would have received back only 20 percent 
of his investment 'and would be compensated by the landlord 
for the remaining 80 percent or $80 under our liming 
example. Assuming that the investment would yield bene-
fits at least equal to the cost$ (otherwise, there is no reason 
for making the investment) the landlord would benefit 
from the $80 of remaining costs either through (1) in-
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creased value of his land if he sold it, (2) increased cash 
rent if he rented this land for cash to another tenant or 
(3) increased crops received through share rents. 
The example thus far assumes that compensation is 
made on the basis of original cost of the improvement. 
Since costs of making the same improvement may change 
over the period of expected benefits, it might be well to 
consider shifting the basis for compensation from original 
cost to replacement cost. Thus, going back to our example, 
assume that the cost of liming had increased 25 percent 
during the first 2 years after the improvement had been 
made. Instead of a compensation payment of $80 if the 
tenant moved at the end of the second year, the payment 
would be increased by a fourth to $100 since this invest-
ment would be required to replace the remaining part of 
the original investment. Similarly, if costs dropped 25 per-
cent, the compensation payment at the end of the second 
year would be reduced from $80 by a fourth to $60, reflect-
ing the decreased cost of replacing the remaining part of the 
original investment. 
In case of longer term improvements, serious considera-
tion might be given to using the replacement rather than 
original cost idea in order to take into account price changes 
over the years. 
Although the compensation provision has been limited to 
the example of lime, it can be applied equally well to many 
other improvements including fertilizers, terracing, drain-
age, buildings and fencing. 
LANDLORD MAKES IMPROVEMENT AND RECEIVES IMPROVEMENT RENT 
Sometimes the landlord would rather make the improve-
ment himself and become compensated through an "improve-
ment rent" paid annually by the tenant .. For example, the 
landlord n;ay put running water and a bathroom in the 
tenant's house. Since the landlord receives no direct benefit 
from this improvement which benefits. the tenant almost 
exclusively, the tenant may be willing and glad to pay the 
landlord an extra $50 or $75 a year "improvement rent" 
until the improvement cost is amortized. In this manner 
the tenant enjoys better living conditions for his family and 
the landlord gets reimbursed for his investment. Or, the 
landlord may not expect to receive the full cost through 
improvement rent since he is able to hold or attract a better 
tenant than would otherwise be the case. In this -.instance, 
the landlord would receive returns .on his investrn"ent 
through the increased income accruing fr·om better farming; 
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An arrangement of this type in use by one landlord and 
tenant interviewed in this study is as follows: The tenant 
asked the landlord to modernize the house by putting run-
ning water into the house, including kitchen and bathroom 
plumbing. At first, the landlord was not willing to make 
the necessary investment amounting to $750 since he would 
receive no direct benefit. On the other hand, the tenant 
would not make the investment under a I-year lease and the 
landlord was not interested in the compensation idea. The 
tenant had started looking for another farm that had a 
modern house. Finally, the landlord offered to put the im-
provements in the house if the tenant would pay him $125 
a year until the improvement was paid for. This would 
take 6 years. The tenant was glad to pay the $125 per year 
for the improvement since his moving costs to another farm 
with a modern house, as indicated in table 16, would be more 
exp"ensive. The landlord did not charge any interest or de-
preciation since the value of his farm was increased and 
since he could hold and attract superior tenants with a mod-
ern home. If the tenant moved at the end of the first year, 
the improvement cost him the $125 for that year. In this 
event, the landlord would charge succeeding tenants the 
improvement rent until the cost had been paid. If, on the 
other hand, the first tenant remained on the farm for more 
than 7 years, his payment would cease at the end of the 
sixth year. 
SHARING BENEFITS AND COSTS THROUGH STOCK-SHARE LEASE 
Under the stock-share lease both landlord and tenant 
share in benefits from a wider range of improvements than 
is the case with crop-share and cash rental arrangements. 
For example, benefits in an investment for a feeding floor 
are shared by both parties since they also share in the live-
stock. The same may be true with livestock fencing, stock 
water supplies, dairy equipment, poultry houses and a wide 
range of improvements. However in sharing investments 
for these kinds of improvements, the tenant may expect 
assurance that he will remain on the farm long enough to get 
full benefit from his share of the investment or otherwise be 
compensated. 
TENANT MAKES IMPROVEMENTS WHICH CAN BE REMOVED 
In case the landlord is not willing or interested in making 
or sharing in investments from which he receives no direct 
benefits, such as poultry houses or individual hog houses 
under crop-share or cash rental arrangements, the tenant 
may invest in movable improvements which he can take 
with him if and when he moves. In such cases, the tenant 
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must make sure that his improvements are not made in such 
a manner that they are considered fixtures under the law 
as discussed earlier. Also, he must remove them in such a 
manner and within the period of time after leaving the farm 
as specified in the law. 
JOINT CREDIT FOR FINANCING IMPROVEMENT 
Sometimes neither tenant nor landlord has funds avail-
able for making an improvement, such as a corncrib for 
sealing corn, although both may be convinced of the value 
of an improvement. In such cases they may wish to obtain 
credit from public or private sources and become jointly 
responsible for interest and repayment of the debt to the 
extent that both share in the benefits therefrom. 
RELATED TENANTS WHO EXPECT TO INHERIT FARM 
Tenants renting farms from their parents may go ahead 
and make improvements with the expectation that they will 
eventually own the farm. A word of caution should be 
mentioned in connection with such cases. If there are other 
heirs, related tenants should be sure that arrangements 
are made with or by their parents to insure them reimburse-
ment for improvements when the estate is settled. Other-
wise, sons or sons-in-law and their families renting the home 
farm may eventually find themselves sharing their im-
provements with other heirs where estates are settled ac-
cording to the state laws of descent.5o 
ADJUSTING RENTAL ARRANGEMENTS TO 
CHANGES IN FARMING 
PROBLEMS OF ADOPTING FARMING CHANGES ON RENTED 
FARMS 
Farming methods are changing rapidly, yet farm leases 
based largely on what is customary change slowly. Cus-
tomary rental practices for many of the new farming 
methods have not yet emerged. Hence, there are few estab-
lished customs to guide landlords and tenants, and tenants 
and landlords either are slow to adopt new farming methods 
or they must work out their own arrangements without the 
benefit of customary guides. Consequently, there are many 
variations in rental provisions concerning new farming 
methods. Some of these newer arrangements being used by 
tenants and landlords are outlined as follows. 
GOOf special interest to related tenants and their parent. are these thre.. bulletins: 
(1) Elton ll. Hill and Marshall Harris, Family farm-operating agreements. North 
Central Regional Publ. 17. 1951, and 
(2) Marshall Harris and Elton B. Hili, Family farm-transfer arrangements. North 
Central Regional Publ. 18. 1951. May be obtained from Iowa State College. 
(3) John F. Timmons and John C. O'Byrne. Transferring farm property within 
families in Iowa. Agr. Exp. Sta. Res. Bul. 1953 
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SOME WAYS OF SHARING COSTS AND BENEFITS OF 
F ARMING CHANGES. 
Although there are few set patterns for carrying out 
many of the newer farming methods and practices, discus-
sions with tenants and owners revealed the nature of the 
problems as well as what some of the landlords and tenants 
are doing in getting these practices adopted on their farms. 
ARRANGEMENTS FOR CORN LEFT ON THE GROUND 
A combination of factors including corn borer, use of 
corn pickers, dry weather prior to harvesting and high 
winds, frequently results in considerable corn on the ground 
prior to harvesting time. Although this problem is not par-
ticularly serious under stock-share and cash rents, it may 
lead to serious difficulties between landlord and tenant 
under crop-share leases. In 8 and possibly 10 cases in this 
study, disagreements over the amount of corn left on the 
ground and sharing costs of picking it up led to severance 
of relationships by landlord and tenant. Had some agree-
ment been reached prior to the emergence of the problem, 
the disagreements may well have been prevented or settled 
according to agreed-upon rules. 
This problem is becoming so serious that a few landlords 
and tenants are beginning to put provisions into their leases 
for settling it. One method which certain landlords and 
tenants are using as a lease provision with considerable suc-
cess is as follows: (1) Agree upon a "normal leaveage" of 
corn in the field, for example, 3 or 4 bushels per acre, or 
some other amount both can agree upon. (2) If the corn 
is shared 50-50, the tenant agrees to pay the landlord in 
corn or cash something less than half of the estimated 
amount beyond the agreed-upon normal leaveage. Some-
thing "less than half" is used as a basis for settlement since 
the corn on the ground is frequently poorer in quality than 
standing corn. (3) In case the tenant can harvest the down 
corn with livestock and does not want to pick it up, the 
amount left on the ground can be estimated by picking up 
or counting sample areas of corn on the ground. Some 
tenants and landlords estimate the amount by counting the 
ears left in the field every tenth middle of rows. Others take 
blocks of so many hills square as samples for estimating the 
amount of corn on the ground. Regardless of the method 
used, however, the important point is that a procedure for 
settling the problem is agreed upon and is incorporated into 
the farm lease before the problem arises. 
HOW TO SHARE WEED CONTROL COSTS 
With the advent of 2,4-D and other chemical weed killers, 
the question arises, who pays for the extra labor, chemica1s 
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and equipment. Numerous means are being used for sharing 
these costs. If considerable amounts of noxious weeds are 
present when the tenant moves on the farm, the landlord 
may pay for the chemicals and custom work (if spray 
equipment is hired) the first year to bring the weeds under 
control. Thereafter, the landlord may furnish the chemicals 
and the tenant the labor. If weed control is effected through 
custom work, the landlord and tenant may share equally 
the custom costs. Sometimes spray equipment is owned 
jointly and the tenant furnishes his labor for spraying and 
the landlord furnishes the chemicals. 
INSECT CONTROL 
Control of corn borers and other insects is rapidly be-
coming essential. It entails additional costs with which 
leases have not been concerned until recently. One way in 
which landlords and tenants are sharing this cost is to 
split the entire cost of spraying-say $3 per acre-the same 
way the corn is divided. If the corn is shared 50-50, then 
each party would pay $1.50 per acre, for example. What if 
one of the parties does not pay his half of the cost? Five 
tenants stated this was the case with their landlords who 
had not become familiar with the desirability of spraying 
for corn borers. In such instances, there may be little that 
can be done if the time for using the spray has arrived. 
However, this practice should be discussed when the farm 
is rented or when the lease is renewed and an agreement 
reached on using sprays and how costs are to be shared. 
COMMERCIAL FERTILIZERS 
The general use of commercial fertilizer is relatively new 
and often farm leases do not state how costs are to be 
shared. In regard to corn, fertilizer costs were shared the 
same way the corn was shared in three-fourths of the cases 
studied. In some of the remaining cases, the landlord paid 
for three-fifths to two-thirds of the fertilizer used on corn 
which allows the tenant a consideration for obtaining and 
spreading the fertilizer. 
In using fertilizer and lime on small grains where legume 
seedings are used, various kinds of arrangement were found. 
Occasionally, the landlord furnished all the fertilizer and 
lime and the tenant the labor for spreading. Since effects 
of the lime and fertilizer would accrue to the legumes and 
land over a period of years, the tenant might not be on the 
place long enough to get full benefit under a short-term 
lease. 
TERRACING AND CONTOURING 
In all instances where terraces were used, the landlords 
had constructed the terraces and the tenants agreed to 
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maintain them. Tenants stated that they would be reluc-
tant to build terraces unless the landlord would agree to 
compensate them for the unused value if and when the 
tenants moved off the farm. 
In the few instances where contouring was practiced, 
the landlord arranged for laying out the contours. If 
fences had to be moved the landlord paid for all materials 
and the tenant furnished the labor. It is likely, however, 
that tenants would expect compensation for this labor in 
case they moved within a year or so. 
Where grass waterways were used, the landlord generally 
furnished the seed, fertilizer, lime and major grading 
work. The tenant furnished his labor and agreed to main-
tain the waterways with good tillage practices. 
COMBINING SMALL GRAINS AND DEANS 
The combining costs where custom work is involved are 
generally shared the same way the crop is shared. That is, 
if the landlord gets half the oats, for example, he pays for 
half the combining costs. However, if the landlord received 
two-fifths or some other share less than half of the crop, 
the tenant usually paid all harvesting costs. In a few cases 
the landlords paid a harvesting cost equivalent to that share 
of the threshing costs which was the custom when crops 
were harvested with binders and threshers. 
GRAIN STORAGE FACILITIES 
Under the crop-loan programs of the government, accept-
able storage facilities may determine whether or not bene-
fits from the program can be obtained. Where there exist 
acceptable on-farm storage facilities for only 1,000 bushels 
of corn or beans, for example, and each party has that 
muc.h grain eligible for storage, who gets the use of the crib? 
Several tenants and landlords were concerned with this 
problem. All agreed that arrangements should be worked 
out at the beginning of the lease or during its renewal to 
meet such problems before harvest arrives. One arrange-
ment might be to share available storage facilities the same 
way the crop is shared. Or, if more storage space is antici-
pated, it may be constructed jointly with arrangements that 
the tenant be compensated for the unused value of his share 
of the investment in case he moves. Also, tenants may pur-
chase movable cribs which they can take with them when 
leaving the farm. 
OTHER ADJUSTMENTS 
In case means described in the preceding sections do not 
seem suited to a particular situation, it might be desirable 
to inquire around and locate landlords and tenants in the 
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community who have developed satisfactory arrangements. 
Caution should be taken in using such arrangements: Be 
sure to find out if the arrangement is tied up with or condi· 
tioned by other parts of the lease and obtain a complete 
account of the arrangements. For example, the tenant may 
furnish all the fertilizer and grass seed in return for the 
landlord fixing up the house or some other compensating 
feature not directly related to the practice under considera· 
tion. Thus, all complementary and compensating features 
of a particular arrangement should be ascertained. 
In all instances, it is well to anticipate new practices and 
methods early in the lease and reach agreement on each 
party's responsibilities. Here is where an ounce of preven-
tion in the form of an agreement is more than worth a 
pound of cure after a disagreement arises. 
ADAPTING KIND OF RENTAL ARRANGEMENT TO 
SITUATION AND NEEDS 
Different kinds of rental arrangements have been devel· 
oped over the years by tenants and landlords to fit their own 
particular needs and situations. These arrangements vary 
with respect to kind of rent paid and received, oral and 
written leases, and length of lease term. 
KINDS OF ARRANGEMENTS BEING USED 
Two important changes in rental arrangements between 
1945 and 1950 include a further decrease in tenants renting 
for cash and an increase in tenants paying cash in addition 
to a share of the crops (table 18). In 1950, 17 percent of 
TABLE 18. KIND OF RENT PAID BY TENANTS AND RECEIVED BY LAND-
LORDS IN lOW A BY AGRICULTURAL AREAS.' 
Arc:!·" or state 






Crop- nod live- stoek-
share .toek ... hare sbare Other 
1950 1945 1950 1945 1950" 1945·· 1950·· 1950 1945 
(percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) 
Western ........ 15.S 23.6 50.8 26.1 9.1 45.5 20.1 4.2 4.9 
NorthCentral... 8.6 13.0 63.1 40.5 9.3 41.0 14.1 4.~ 5.3 
Northeas!.. .... 23.0 ~2.0 24.4 12.9 .;.0 49.4 405 6.7 5.7 
Eastern......... 12.1 17.8 48.9 36.3 8.2 33.0 208 I 10.0 12.9 
Southern ........ 24.8 36.0 31;.7 18.7 6.8 37.8 263 G 4 7.6 
Stale ........... -16.8124.6 'l6.O-I26~8r7~  -23.4-1---s:9167 
·U. S. Agricultural Censuses. 1950 and 1945. 
"The 1945 Census included crop-share and livestock-share in the same category. 
Hence, comparison of 1945 with 1950 data necessitates adding the 1950 crop-share and 
W50 livestock-share tenants together. 
·"See Appendiy B tables for kind of rent paid by tenants by eounties throughout 
the state. E'~r counties included In these five agricultural areas, see fig. 1 of this report. 
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Iowa's tenants rented for cash only as compared with 25 
percent in 1945. On the other hand, tenants paying crop-
share rent plus cash payments increased from 27 percent 
in 1945 to 46 percent in 1950. Since the 1950 and 1945 
census data are not comparable for tenants paying a share 
of the crops only and tenants with livestock-share leases, it 
is difficult to determine what happened within these groups. 
However, the two groups when added together showed a 
decrease from 42 percent of all tenants in 1945 to 31 percent 
in 1950. 
These changes followed the same pattern in each section 
of the state, although the extent of the change varied with 
the various areas of the state. The highest proportion of 
tenants renting for a share of the livestock and crops is 
found in the Northeast part of the state where two out 
of five tenants report livestock-share leases. The highest 
proportion of cash leases remains in the Southern part of 
the state where one out of four leases is for cash. The 
highest proportion of crop-share plus cash leases is in the 
North Central section where three out of five leases are 
crop-share-cash. 
According to table 19, the most common kind of rent 
found in North Central Iowa was a share of the crops and 
some additional cash for pasture and buildings. Almost 
three out of five arrangements were of this type. In our 
survey, an additional 12 percent paid only a share of the 
crops. About 17 percent of the farms were rented for shares 
of both livestock and crops. Only 8 percent of the farms 
were rented for cash and the remaining 7 percent were 
labor-share arrangements, where the tenant furnished his 
labor and received one-third to one-fourth of the net income. 
As shown in table 20, slightly less than half of the tenants 
and landlords were related. Practically all of the stock-
TABLE 19. KIND OF RENT PAID BY TENANTS AND RECEIVED BY LAND-
LORDS IN NORTH CENTRAL IOWA. 
Proportion of tenants paying rent 
Kind of tent 1950 census --'1 This su~vey 
18,956 cases 145 caSeR 
(pcreent) (peroent) 
_._----_._--... _----_ .. _------~----- _._-------,--
Crop-share and cash. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6:1 56 
Stoek-sharc. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ................ J.i 17 
Share of crops........ ................... ............. 9 12 
Cash............................... .................. 9 8 
Labor·share . . ' ....... , , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . 5* 7 
Tllta\. ......................................... . 100 100 
"Listed by Census as "other and unspedfied." 
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TABLE 20. KIND OF RENTAL ARRANGEMENT USED BY RELATED AND 
NON-RELATED TENANTS (145 CASES). 
Kind or arrangement 
Cash ............................................... . 
Stock-share and labor-share. . .. . .. .. . .. . ............... . 
Crop-share and crop-share-cash ......................... .. 
















share and labor-share tenants were related to landlords. 
About half of the cash tenants but only two out of five of 
the crop-share tenants were related to their landlords. 
ORAL AND WRITTEN AGREEMENTS 
About 70 percent of all agreements were oral (table 21). 
Over half of the oral agree-
I~~~~~~N~~oW:ifJ~N 2~lE~~~t ments were between related 
AND WRITTEN (145 CASES)_ tenant and landlords. About 




50 percent of the remaining 
half were written during the 
first year of the lease, but 
Written..... . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . --'-;0-- had been renewed orally each 
Oral.."................. 70 of the subsequent years. 
Total .......... . 100 Although written agree-
ments are no guarantee of 
successful rental arrangements, putting the agreement in 
writing does contribute toward better relationships in two 
ways. First, it encourages consideration and agreement on 
many features of the rental arrangement that may be 
overlooked in an oral agreement. Second, it helps avoid 
disagreements that may arise from forgetfulness and vague 
understandings associated with oral discussion. 
In case the agreement is not put in writing, it may he well 
to check through the major features of a farm lease to as-
sure consideration of important items."l If special ar-
rangements are agreed to orally, it may be desirable to put 
such agreements in letter form in lieu of a written lease in 
order to preserve a record. Sometimes, memories are short 
and interpretations change. Thus, a written record if only 
in letter form may aid in preventing misunderstandings 
from developing. 
"'See the "Check List DC Points to Consider in Developing Farm Leases" presented 
la Ier in this report. 
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LENGTH OF AGREEMENT 
Only 6 percent of the agreements were for a period be-
yond 1 year (table 22). However, a number of the tenants 
operating under oral leases 
TABLE 22. LENGTH OF RENTAL d 
ARRANGEMENTS (145 CASES). expecte to remain on the 
farm indefinitely. Long-term 
Proportion leases are not necessarily a 
J,engtb ohgreement _ __ (perc:..~~_ g u a ran tee of satisfactory 
1 year ....................... . 
Over 1 year .................. . 




rental arrangements. In fact, 
they may become a hindrance 
to adjustments necessitated 
by changing situations of 
landlord and/or tenant. If the landlord wishes to sell the 
farm or move on it himself, or if the tenant finds a better 
farming opportunity such as inheriting a farm, means should 
be provided for terminating the lease to allow landlords and 
tenants to make the proper adjustments. 
In keeping leases flexible to meet changing conditions 
there is much to be said for the annual lease automatically 
renewed unless one party notifies the other several months 
ahead of a specified termination date. This principle has 
been incorporated into Iowa law, as discussed earlier, 
wherein either party must notify the other by Nov. 1 to 
terminate the lease by the following March 1. Thus, the 
general assumption on the part of both parties is that the 
lease will contmue indefinitely unless one party notifies the 
other prior to Nov. 1. 
There is, of course, some question as to whether 4 months 
is a sufficient period of notification in light of long-term 
farming plans necessary for livestock and conservation 
farming systems. In this connection, over half of the ten-
ants interviewed in this survey stated that they had as-
surance from their landlords by August or September of 
each year that they would remain on the farm for another 
year. A few tenants knew by June or July that they were 
assured of remaining on the farm for another year beyond 
the next March. Such longer 
TABL~:i':S M~~.J':D Pg:SE~~J.EN. term assurance encourages 
Moved on farm 
. R.':::~e~~~t;;,: i 'ih~~;;gh Februar;; 
From April 1 through August ...... . 
Total ........................ . 
tenants to make plans and to 
Proportion undertake farming opera-
(120' cases) tions leading to better utili-





Four out of five tenants 
moved on their present farms 
in March (table 23). An ad-
ditional 8 percent moved on 
• An additional 25 tenants had never moved. 
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their farms during the fall and winter months and the re-
maining 12 percent during the spring and summer months. 
Thus, there is some indication that a fifth of the tenants 
are changing farms earlier than the long established cus-
tomary "moving day" of March 1. There may well be 
good reasons why the moving date should be earlier. Cer-
tainly, it appears desirable for the tenant to get on his new 
farm as soon as possible in order to become adjusted and to 
make more definite plans for the coming crop year. With 
the advent of corn pickers and combines, it is possible to get 
corn and beans harvested much earlier, thus removing 
one of the obstacles to an earlier moving date. Also, im-
proved rural roads contribute to an earlier moving date. 
Several of the tenants who had moved on their farms dur-
ing the late fall months, after corn and beans had been 
harvested, felt that they had a better opportunity to get 
adjusted to their new farms than if they had waited until 
March 1. Specifically, they pointed out the desirability of 
getting their livestock settled on the new farm several 
months prior to the time when the spring pigs and 
calves were born. 
FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH KIND OF ARRANGEMENT 
Three factors-age of tenant, sex of owner and years 
on farm-appear to be associated with kind of rental ar-
rangement and provide some information on who uses 
various kinds of arrangements. As shown in table 24, 
a larger proportion of younger tenants were using stock-
share arrangements than was the case with other kinds of 
arrangements. Most of these renters were sons or other 
close relatives of the landlord. 
Sex and kind of landlord also appears to be associated 
with kind of rental arrangement (table 25). A larger 
TABLE 24. AGE OF TENANTS USING VARIOUS KINDS OF RENTAL 
ARRANGEMENTS. 
All Kind of rental 'arrangement 
Age of tenant Cases . -----I Stock- Grain-lllioP-Sb·';;';I-Labor-
repOrting Proportion Cash share share and cash ahare 
_. _________ Jnum~~ (percent~ ~umber) £number) ~l1mber~ ~n~,,:b..".~ (number) 
Under 25 years. .. . . .... .. .. 7 5 1 1 1 4 
25~4 yean. . . .. . . . .. ........ 46 32 3 12 7 23 
35-44 yea..... . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 49 34 7 7 8 26 
45-.54 yean. . . .. .. .. ...... .. 28 19 6 1 2 18 
55-64 years •.. ". . . ..... . ... . . 12 8 1 1 1 9 
OS years and Over... .. .. .. .. .. . 3 2 1 . . 1 1 
-- -- ~ - - -






TABLE 25. SEX AND KIND OF LANDLORDS USING VARIOUS KINDS OF 
RENTAL ARRANGEMENTS. 




Kin.! of landlord Cases Proportion Stock- Crop- Crop-share Labor-
r.porting of each Casb .hare share and cash share (number) (percent) (number) (number) (number) (number) (number) 
--.------------------
Male ................. 145 70 16 22 23 83 1 
Female ............... 46 22 9 9 4 24 
Estates and institutions 17 8 2 .. 3 10 2 
--. 
- - - - - -Tota!.. ........... 208' 100 27 31 30 117 3 
'Includes all landlords of rented land in sample. Information on sex and kind of 
landlord obtained from tenant. 
proportion of women landlords use cash leases than men. 
Table 26 summarizes the number of years tenants have 
been on their present farms. Although these data must be 
qualified by age of tenant, they are important in indicating 
that almost a fifth of all tenants had been on their present 
farm 1 year or less. Almost a third of the tenants had been 
on their present farm 2 years or less. 
TABLE 26. YEARS TENANTS HAVE BEEN ON THIS FARM BY VARIOUS 
KINDS OF RENTAL ARRANGEMENTS. 
All Kind of rental arrangement 
-----------------------
Years on this farm Cases Stoek- Crop- Crop-sbare Labor-
reporting Proportion Ca,h share share and casb share 
(number) (percent) (number) (number) (number) (nllmb.r) (nllmher) 
------------------------
--------
I year orless .......... 26 IS 2 .1, 1 19 
2 years ............... IG 11 0 3 2 8 3 
3-5 years .............. 20 14 3 4 2 11 .. 
6-9 year •............. 25 17 2 3 2 18 
. 4 10-14 years .•......... 19 13 1 2 2 10 
15-19 year •........... 9 0 1 1 2 5 
AIIUfe on home farm ... 30 21 3 8 5 10 3 
-.--
-- -
- - -- -
Tnta!.. ........... 145 100 12 25 17 81 10 
DECISIONS MADE BY TENANTS 
Little is known about who makes farming decisions with-
in the framework of leasing arrangements. In an attempt 
to obtain information relative to this question, all tenants 
were asked to estimate the proportion of the total decisions 
they made with respect to particular farming operations. 
These replies were grouped by kind of rent paid and sub-
groulfed- into 'proportion of decisions made by tenants as 
shown in table 27. 
None of the tenants stated they made all of the decisions 
with respect to any of the items. Also, very few of the ten-
ants replied that they made none of the decisions with 
respect to particular items. Replies by tenants indicate 
TABLE 27. KIND AND PROPORTION OF FARMING DECISIONS MADE BY TENANTS BY KIND 
OF RENTAL ARRANGEMENT. (145 CASES) 
------- ------
Decisions made by tenants by kind of reot paid 
-------_._------ ----------_._---- ------------
Crop-shar. and 
Livestock-shar. (25 cases) 
Kind of decision 
Cash (12 cases) erop-share-cash (98 cases) Profit-sharing (10 cases) 
---- ---
-I------------------------ ----------------Up to Over Up to Over Up to Over Up to Over None 50% 51-75% 75% None 50% 51-7.1% 75% None 50% 51-75% 75% None 50% ~1-75% 75% (num- (num .. (num- (num- (num- (num- (num- (nurn- (UUTIl- (num- (num- (nurn. (ntlm- (num- (num- (num-
berl ""r) ber) ber) ber) ber) ber) ber) ""r) ber) ber) ""r) ber) ber) ber) ber) 
----------- ------- ----------
Crop rotation . ........ 0 2 1 9 5 36 n 48, (I 12 2 11 0 3 2 5 
Kind of seed uS('d ...... 0 [) 1 11 34 fi 56 0 10 1 14 0 3 3 .4 
Fertilizer used ......... 0 0 1 11 2 40 7 4~ (I 12 2 11 [) 2 2 6 
~alc of livestock .. ..... (I (I 1 11 0 15 5 78 0 10 2 13 0 2 2 6 
Disposal of crops ...... 0 0 I 11 3 16 4 75 (I 11 2 12 0 2 2 6 
Regular hired labor .... 0 f} 1 II 2 16 2 78 0 10 2 13 0 2 6 
Conservn.tiou 
improvements .. ..... 0 () 11 21 31 2 41 4 12 12 (} 6 
F arID repairs and 
improvements .. ..... 0 0 11 23 34 39 13 11 0 6 
Home repnirs and 
inlprovemcnts 0 11 32 32 32 13 II 0 2 
.J.. 
'""" o Ot 
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patterns of decision-making associated with lease types. 
As might be expected, the cash tenants indicated that they 
made most of the decisions pertaining to farming opera-
tions. Only lout of 10 cash tenants felt that they had as 
little as one-half to three-fourths of the control with respect 
to anyone of the decisions enumerated. The remaining 
9 out of 10 cash tenants stated that they exercised over 
three-fourths of the control in each decision listed in table 
27. 
Tenants renting under crop-share, livestock-share and 
profit-sharing arrangements made relatively fewer of the 
decisions and also reported greater variability in the kind 
and extent of their decisions when compared with cash 
tenants. Apparently, the extent of decisions made by ten-
ants varies considerably with individual situations, includ-
ing relationships with their landlords or with their land-
lord's representatives. 
ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES OF VARIOUS RENTAL 
ARR.\NGEMENTS 
Landlords and tenants were asked to express their reac-
tions for and against the several kinds of rental arrange-
ments. These reactions are summarized in regard to each 
of the following kinds of arrangements found in North 
Central Iowa. 
CASH-RENT ARRANGEMENT 
Under this arrangement the tenant agrees to pay the 
landlord a certain amount of cash for the use and occupancy 
of the farm within a fixed period, generally a year. The 
tenant should have the necessary experience and equipment 
to operate the farm and a reserve to carry the risk in case 
prices or production is low. 
Landlords favor cash leases because: (1) such leases 
require little or no supervision or participation in opera-
tion of the farm and (2) they are sure of a definite amount 
of rent. Landlords do not favor cash rents because: (1) 
they have little or no opportunity to use their management 
and resources in operating the farm, (2) cash rents lag 
behind farm income and (3) the farm may not be improved 
as much as if tenant and landlord were working together 
in its operation. 
Tenants favor cash rents because: (1) they have more 
independence in operating the farm, (2) receive full bene-
fits from their management and farming practices and (3) 
stand to gain more during years of good production and 
prices. Tenants dislike cash arrangements because: (1) 
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they need landlord's advice, equipment and finances in oper-
ating the farm and (2) they are not able or willing to bear 
the risk of paying a certain amount of cash regardless of 
crop and price conditions. 
CROP·SHARE OR CROP·SHARE·CASH ARRANGEMENT 
Under the various crop-share arrangements, the owner 
furnishes the farm and participates in its management and 
the tenant furnishes his labor and the machinery. Crop 
expenditures are generally shared. Both share in the crop 
returns and the tenant may pay an additional cash rent for 
pastures and improvements. 
Landlords favor crop-share arrangements because: (1) 
they have more to say about farming operations, (2) they 
share in better crops and prices and (3) they keep closer 
touch with their farm. Landlords do not favor crop-share 
arrangements because: (1) they are not sure what their 
income will be until the crops are sold, (2) they may not 
be in a position to keep in close touch with the farm and 
its operations and (3) they may not want to be bothered 
with making decisions from time to time about cropping 
practices and crop sales. 
Tenants favor crop-share leases because: (1) some of 
the farming risks are shared with the landlord, (2) tenant 
may need landlord's advice and financial help in operating 
the farm and (3) the landlord takes a greater interest in 
farming operations and may be more likely to make or 
help make improvements. Tenants do not favor crop-share 
arrangements because: (1) they want the independence 
of management and exclusive returns from their efforts 
that go with the cash lease and (2) they do not want to 
share decision-making and returns with someone else. 
STOCK·SHARE ARRANGEMENTS 
Although stock-share rental arrangements have been used 
since early times, they have grown in popularity in recent 
years. There are many variations in stock-share arrange-
ments put it is common for the tenant to furnish part or 
all of the equipment along with his labor. The landlord fur-
nishes the farm part of the operating expenses and some-
times shares in the equipment contributions. Livestock 
is owned jointly. Both share in crop and stock sales. 
Landlords favor stock-share arrangements because: (1) 
if they have been operating on the farm, they can retire from 
it more gradually while turning over operation and manage-
ment to a son, son-in-law or other tenant, (2) they retain 
an active interest in the operation and management of the 
farm, (3) it provides an investment opportunity for their 
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savings, (4) it may lead to better land use since both are 
interested in livestock and in feeding crops raised and (5) 
they may share additional income coming from livestock 
enterprises. Landlords do not favor stock-share leases be-
cause: (1) they may not be in a position or do not want to 
be bothered with the details of managing the farm, (2) 
they may not want to share the responsibility of someone 
else tending their jointly-owned livestock and (3) they 
may not want to carry the risks involved in both livestock 
and crops. 
Tenants favor livestock leases because: (1) they can get 
started farming with less capital, (2) they gain from land-
lord's experiences, and (3) the landlord is more interested 
in making farm improvements such as fencing and feeding 
floors since he shares in the benefits. Tenants do not favor 
stock-share leases because (1) they "do not like to be doing 
the landlord's chores," (2) they do not like to consult some-
one as much as is necessary with a stock-share lease, (3) 
they do not like to share all benefits from extra work with 
someone else and (4) they are limited in investing their 
savings to the share of the stock and equipment which they 
own under the lease. 
LABOR-SHARE ARRANGEMENTS 
With the increasing capital investment necessary to start 
farming, farm youths wanting to farm may not have the 
capital or family help to start out as a stock-share, crop-
share or cash renter. Yet, they have their labor and a 
strong desire to farm. If they can locate older farmers 
wishing to retire from active farming, yet wanting to re-
tain their livestock and machinery, it is possible to work out 
an arrangement desired by both parties. The young renter 
puts up his labor for a share of the income. Gradually, he 
may buy into the livestock and machinery and go into a 
full-fledged stock-share lease as he accumulates capital, 
experience and the confidence of the retiring farmer. 
Landlords favor this arrangement (1) in order to retain 
full ownership of their livestock and equipment, yet partially 
retire from active farming, (2) to help a son, son-in-law or 
neighbor's boy get started farming and (3) to gain free-
dom from being tied to the farm during early stages of 
retiring from the farm, yet retaining a full-fledged interest 
in the ownership and management of all farm resources. 
Landlords do not favor this arrangement if (1) they want 
to enjoy a greater degree of retirement from farming, (2) 
they do not want the responsibility involved or (3) if they 
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cannot find someone with whom they can get along and 
whom they can trust. 
Tenants favor the labor-share arrangement in order to 
get started farming with no or very limited capital re-
quired. Such an arrangement also provides the young 
tenant with experience and advice of an older farmer. 
They do not favor the arrangement as they accumulate 
capital and experience and wish to invest their savings in 
their own livestock and equipment. Thus, the labor-share 
arrangement may well become a new and earlier rung in the 
agricultural ladder, the result of the need of the younger 
generation for increased capital and experience while "get-
ting started farming." 
DETERMINING AMOUNT OF RENT TO PAY AND 
RECEIVE 
Determination of rent, involving the sharing of expendi-
tures and income, is one of the most difficult yet important 
features of rental arrangements. More landlords and ten-
ants request information on rents than any other single 
feature. The degree to which landlords and tenants work 
out a satisfactory rent is basic to the success of the entire 
rental arrangement. If the rent is too high, the tenant may 
not be able to live up to the agreement. As a result he may 
be forced to exploit the farm or leave it in search of a 
better opportunity. If the rent is too low the owner be-
comes dissatisfied and the agreement may soon end or 
friction develop between the parties. 
WHAT IS A FAIR RENT? 
Owners and tenants interviewed in this survey did not 
have any clear or uniform ideas of just what constituted a 
fair rent. This absence of any definite criteria may help 
account for the difficulties experienced in determining a fair 
TABLE 28. BASIS FOR DETERMINING A FAIR RENT ACCORDING TO OWNERS 
AND TENANTS. 
Most important factor Total reporting 
N uruber in tenure group; 
Owners Tenants Part owners 
N limber Percent (number) (number) (number) 
What is customary.. . . . . . . . . . . . .. . 69 24 24 38 8 
Half and half ..•...... , ... . . . . . . . . 31 It It 17 2 
Whatever both agree on. . . . . . . .. . 13 15 15 20 9 
Depends Upon farm. • • . . .. . .. . . .. . 23 8 11 7 4 
Combination of above and others. . 46 16 10 28 8 
~liding scale.. .. .. .. .. .. .. . .. .. .. . 9 3 4 3 I 
No definite opinion.. .. .... ....... 66 23 27 32 S 
Total.. . .. . . .. . . . . .. .... . ... '--2sr- ---100- -'--i02--' --Ms--r--40--' 
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rent. There appears to be little difference in the reactions 
of owners, tenants and part owners as shown in. table 28. 
The most common reply was in terms of what is customary. 
However, the next most frequent response was given by 
those having no definite opinion. Equal sharing of costs 
and expenses was mentioned by 1 out of 10. Slightly more 
thought a fair rent was whatever both parties could agree 
upon. Many of the owners and tenants emphasized the 
importance of valuing labor and management contributions 
of each. Such factors, however, are very difficult to evalu-
ate, particularly with changing costs, prices, production 
and technological developments. 
FACTORS TO BE CONSIDERED IN DETERMINING RENT 
Although it is very difficult, if not impossible, to develop a 
formula which fits each individual situation equally well, 
there are a number of factors emphasized by landlords and 
tenants as critical in working out satisfactory rents. These 
include: (1) what is customary, (2) contributions of par-
ties, (3) productivity of contributions, (4) bargaining posi-
tion of each party and (5) what is satisfactory to both. 
WHAT IS CUSTOMARY 
There is little question that custom plays an important 
role in determining rents. Evidence of this is seen in the 
tendency of certain shares or levels of cash rent to persist 
in spite of changes in production costs and prices. Custom 
may be a good starting point but additional factors must 
be considered if rent is to keep pace with dynamic changes 
taking place within agriculture. Customary shares or levels 
of cash rent may become obsolete or inapplicable to partic-
ular farms. In case of new farming practices, custom is of 
little help since ways of carrying out the practices may not 
have had time to become formulated into customs of the 
community. 
COST OF CONTRIBUTIONS 
Another approach involves sharing income according to 
the manner costs of contributions are shared. There are 
two major weaknesses with this procedure, although it re-
mains an important factor in rent determination. First, it 
is exceedingly difficult to measure such contributions as 
management or real estate under conditions of rapidly 
changing costs and prices. Second, there may be consid-
erable variation in the value of a contribution and the 
resulting productivity value of that contribution. 
PRODUCTIVITY OF CONTRIUUTIONS 
Productivity of contributions means the value of the 
production resulting from a particular contribution used in 
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operating the farm. For example, if one party made a con-
tribution of insect spray costing $10 which resulted in 
increased crop yield valued at $20, it would appear that the 
value of the productivity of the contribution ($20) rather 
than the cost of the contribution ($10) would be the best 
basis for dividing income between the parties. This pro-
cedure would tend to encourage each party to make con-
tributions resulting in relatively greater productivity. 
Obviously, value of the productivity of the contribution 
has advantages over the cost of the contribution method. 
The cost of a contribution generally arises from· expecta-
tions based on past performances. Yet, past performances 
may not be repeated. Then, too, cost of a contribution may 
arise from factors unrelated to the use of land for purposes 
for which it is used. For example, a farm may have a high 
value because of extraordinary investments in a house or 
barn or location for nonfarm potential uses. Costs arising 
from such bases may differ considerably from the pro-
ductivity ·of the farm in the use to which it is put by 
the tenant and landlord any particular year. Although 
value productivity of contributions would appear to be a 
sounder basis for determining rent than value of contribu-
tions, it is exceedingly difficult to measure. 
BARGAINING POSITION 
The bargaining position of landlords and tenants in gen-
eral, and that of any particular landlord and tenant, in-
fluences the rent paid and received. If there are more ten-
ants seeking farms than there are farms for rent. the trend 
in rents will tend to work upward. Such a trend may well 
continue until some of the excess tenants are driven into 
other occupations. Likewise, if there are more farms for 
rent than there are renters seeking farms, rents will tend 
downward until the demand for and supply of farms come 
closer together. Despite the general bargaining positions 
of landlords and tenants as groups, however, a particular 
farm may command a higher than average rent because of 
its extraordinary productivity, buildin!!s and location. Like-
wise, a particular tenant because of his reputation as an 
extraordinarily good farmer may drive a better bargain 
than the average tenant. 
WHAT IS SATISFACTORY TO BOTH PARTIES 
If rents get too far out of line either way, serious dis-
satisfactions develop on the part of one of the parties and 
as a result neither party may receive maximum benefit 
from the operation of the farm. Although the previous 
factors are important ingredients of rent determination, the 
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t~_st of "reasonableness" is important in developing a satis-
factory rel]tal arrangement. Satisfaction with the agree-
ment by t~nant and landlord is essential to continued suc-
cess of the arrangement and mutual welfare of both 
parties. 
TENANTS' SHARES OF EXPENSES, INCOME AND OWNER-
SHIP OF SELECTED ITEMS 
Shares of incom~ and expenses received and contributed 
by landlords and tenants emphasize (1) the variability of 
leasing arrangements and (2) customary patterns of shares 
from which variations evolve. Considerable care must be 
exercised in interpreting data presented in the following six 
tables summarizing shares of income expense and owner-
ship of selected items. The major reason for caution in 
interpreting these data is that any particular item in the 
lease may involve compensating adjustments in other parts 
of the lease. For example, the landlord may pay for all of 
the seed corn and all of the commercial fertilizer' for corn, 
providing the tenant fixes ditches or seeds and farms around 
waterways. Thus, side agreements within the lease limit 
the direct use of data on shares for any particular item. 
These provision agreements within the lease oftentimes are 
associated with satisfactory landlord and tenant relation-
ships. 
Keeping this qualification in mind, data presented in the 
following tables indicate three important aspects of rental 
arrangements. First, items for which specific arrangements 
have been agreed as well as omitted are shown. Second, 
customary shares are given. Third, variations in shares 
are noted. 
Tables 29 and 30, summarizing shares of selected items 
of expense and income for crop-share arrangements, indi-
cate tenants' shares vary from "none" to "all" and include 
in-between shares of %, %, % and %. On the other hand, 
there is very little variation in the half share of corn re-
TABLE 29. TENANT'S SHARE OF INCOME FROM SELECTED ITEMS UNDER 
CROP-SHARE LEASES. 
Shares rcceiv..d by tenants 
Items Number ----------------'-----
reporting None % J-2 % % All (l",roent) (percent) (percent) (percent) (l"'rcent) (percent) 
-_._---
---- --- ---
Corn ..... 98 0 1 99 0 0 0 
Oats ... _ .. ::::::::: 9S 0 1 38 60 1 0 
BC3na .............. 90 n 1 69 29 1 0 
Fla •.•. _ ........... 8 0 12 .SO 25 1 12 
AAA payments ...... \ sa 4 1 90 I 0 4 
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TABLE 30. TENANT'S SHARE OF EXPENSES OF SELECTED ITEMS UNDER 
CROP-SHARE LEASES. 
Items Number 
Shar .. paid by tenant. 
---. ---
reporting None % ~ ,.. All (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) 
--------------
Seed corn ...................... 98 2 0 75 0 23 
800d oats ....... DR 4 1 72 1 23 
Seed beans ...... ::: :::::: ::::: 90 3 1 63 1 32 
Ora •• seed .................. _ .. 88 53 0 3d 0 10 
Fertilizer ...................... .54 U 1 73 0 U· 
Lime .......................... 34 38 0 47 0 15 
ceived by each party. The situation is different, however, 
with the seed-corn expense since 2 percent of the tenants 
furnish none while 23 percent furnish all. 
Although all 98 of the rental arangements included pro-
visions for sharing corn and oats expenses and income, 
other items were not included in some leases. For example, 
10 of the leases had no arrangement for sharing grass 
seed expense; 44 no arrangement for fertilizer expense; and 
64 no arrangement for lime expense. Of course most of the 
arrangements made no provision for sharing flax income, 
but this might be expected since flax was grown on very 
few of the farms studied. 
Shares of expenses, income and ownership of selected 
items under livestock-share arrangements as shown in 
tables 31, 32 and 33 indicate kinds of conditions similar 
to those in the crop-share tables. For example, one-half 
arrangement predominates with most items of expense, in-
come and ownership. However, many variations from 
"none" to "all" are also noted. 
The absence of sharing provisions for particular items 
appears to constitute important omissions. Of the 35 ar-
rangements, 21 carry no provision for sharing fertilizer 
TABLE 31. TENANTS' SHARES OF INCOME FROM SELECTED ITEMS UNDER 
STOCK·SHARE LEASES. 
Ilem. of income Number 
Shares reported received by tenants 
--------------------
reporting NODe H J4 H Y:i All (number) (number) (nllmber) (number) (number) (number) 
-------.--~-------------- .--.----
Corn ............... a5 0 5 2 2 26 0 
Beans .............. 19 0 3 1 1 14 0 
Oats .............. _ 17 0 2 1 1 13 0 
Ho~s ............... 22 0 1 1 2 17 1 
DIlIfY product •...... 19 1 1 1 2 12 2 
Beef cattle .......... 18 1 0 1 3 13 0 
Sheer ...... ·· .... · 13 1 0 1 2 9 0 
Woo ............... 13 1 0 1 2 9 0 
Poultry ............. 20 2 1 1 1 8 7 
AAA payments •.•... 13 1 1 1 1 9 .0 
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TABLE 32. TENANTS' SHARES OF SELECTED ITEMS OF EXPENSE UNDER 
STOCK-SHARE LEASES. 
Hems of expense Number 
I St.ares of expenses reported by tenants 
---~---. --------------
reporting N one .Ii !4 )i )Ai All 





Seed corn ........... 3.'> I 1 1 2 30 0 
Seed oats ........... 21 I I I 1 Ii 0 
Grass seed .......... 24 0 0 1 1 16 0 
Dairy feed .......... 21 I 0 I 3 15 1 
Beer cattle feed ...... 10 I 0 1 2 15 0 
Poultry reed ........ 22 2 0 I 1 I.'> 3 
Breeding fees ... , ... IS 2 0 0 3 13 0 
Veterinary .•........ 20 2 I 0 3 14 0 
Fertilizer ........... 21 5 1 0 1 14 0 
Lime ............ '" 16 4 1 0 1 10 0 
Gas and oil ......... 35 5 0 0 3 ta 14 
Machinery hire .. , .. 22 2 0 0 1 0 10 
Hired labor (crops) ... IS 2 0 0 1 I; 10 
Electricity (farm) .... 10 3 0 0 I 7 8 
and 16 no provision for sharing lime. Until such provisions 
are included in rental arrangements it appears doubtful 
that these practices will be put into effect on the farms, as-
suming, of course, the practices are needed. 
The wide variability in shares of particular items con-
tributed and received by landlords and tenants may be indi-
cative of offsetting arrangements within the lease. For 
example, the tenant may own all of the poultry enterprise, 
receive all of the poultry income, yet may pay only part of 
the poultry feed costs. This is indicated by tables 31, 32 
and 33, showing 36 percent of the tenants owning all the 
poultry and getting all of the poultry income, but only 15 
percent paying for all of the poultry feed. As a compensat-
ing feature, the tenant may help make permanent improve-
ments on the farm or in the home. 
Table 34 indicates what changes have been taking place in 
cash rents before and after 1941. Of the 22 tenants rent-
ing their farms prior to 1941, 11 percent paid less than $6 
per acre, 29 percent paid from $6 to $7 per acre and only 
8 percent paid as much as $9 to $11 per acre. The situation, 
TABLE 33. TENANTS' SHARES OF OWNERSHIP OF MAJOR ITEMS UNDER 
STOCK-SHARE LEASES. 
Ownership items NUlnLer 
Shares reported owned by tenant. 
------------._------_._-
reporting NOlle U !4 )i I ~'" All 
--_._------
~mber) ~number~ ~~~ber) ~mber2.. ~number) (number) 
~y~.~~~~::::::::: : 35 3 0 0 3 28 1 20 2 0 0 2 15 1 
Beer cattle .......... 1R 2 0 0 3 13 0 
Sheep .............. 13 2 0 0 2 9 0 
Poultry ............. 22 3 1 0 1 9 8 
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TABLE 34. CASH RENT PAID PER ACRE. 
Y car lease began Number 
Number paying following amount. 
-------------------
of oases 




Prior to 1941 ........ 22 2 6 6 6 2 0 
1941 through 1948 ... 71 5 14 18 20 10 4 
however, was considerably different for tenants renting 
their farms after 1941, 6 percent of whom paid $11 and 
more per acre and 14 percent from $9 to $11 per acre. These 
data indicate that cash rents on the same farm fail to re-
spond to price and cost changes, while the same tenant and 
landlord relationship continues. 
Another change in cash rent became obvious in connec-
tion with data presented in table 18. Although cash rents 
decreased 8 percent throughout Iowa from 1945 to 1950, 
the proportion of tenants paying some cash in addition to 
shares of crops jumped from 27 to 46 percent during the 
same period. However, available evidence indicates that the 
changes in cash rent took place at the time tenants changed 
farms and not within the periods of tenure on farms by 
particular tenants. 
KEEPING RENTALS UP TO DATE52 
A rent determined for a particular farm in a particular 
year as satisfactory to both landlord and tenant may cease 
to remain satisfactory unless adjusted to changing cost, 
price and production conditions. Since cost and price 
changes vary considerably with respect to kinds of contri-
butions by each party, rents may become out of line with 
the original agreement. For example, land costs such as 
taxes may continue upward after farm product prices have 
turned downward. Also many operating costs are "sticky" 
and may remain high after farm products have declined in 
price. 
As indicated in the previous tables, divisions of quanti-
ties and payments of amounts as rents may remain the 
same year after year, but prices, costs and production vary 
from year to year and over a period of years, and the divi-
sion of net return may bear little relationship to the one 
intended at the time the lease was drawn. As a result, 
landlords and tenants frequently became dissatisfied with 
U2Because of the importance of this problem, the Iowa Agricultural Experiment Station, 
in cooperation with the Iowa State College Agricultural Foundation and the U. S. 
Bureau of Agricultural Economics, is studying further the problems and possible adjust-
ment. in farm rentals in relation to changing costs, prices and production. 
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their rental arrangements. This dissatisfaction may result 
in disagreement between the contracting parties, and the 
lease may be terminated. Thus, because of the inflexibility 
of existing rental arrangements and their inability to make 
adjustments for factors over which neither party has any 
control, both tenant and landlord may be faced with the 
inconvenience and expense of finding new rental partners. 
As indicated above, real property costs are more rigid 
than costs pertaining to the crop or livestock production. 
In periods of rising prices, farm wages rise more rapidly 
and peak earlier than taxes, for example. In periods of 
falling prices, wages fall both faster and farther than taxes. 
If the landlord bears the tax and the tenant pays for hired 
labor, the lack of proportional change in these costs will 
tend to increase the net return of one relative to the 
other. Thus, in a period of rising prices, it could be expected 
that tenant's costs would advance more rapidly than the 
landlord's costs, and with the same division of the gross 
returns the landlord would get a greater share of the net 
return. Conversely, in a period of declining prices the 
landlord's net return would tend to decrease relative to the 
tenant's net return. 
Unless all products and expenses are divided evenly, a 
fall in prices will have a greater effect on the gross income 
of one party than on the other. If expenses are not borne in 
the same ratio as the product is divided, a change in price 
will result in a change in the net-return ratio of landlord 
and tenant. 
Changes in production can also affect the net-return ratio. 
Benefits of technological innovations may go in part to the 
landlord with the tenant bearing, initially at least, the in-
creased cost. A decline in production or the imposition of 
marketing quotas may also affect the net-return ratio. 
Previous experience with acreage reduction programs has 
indicated that through increased application of capital and 
more intensive cultivation the total product may not be re-
duced. Thus, for a share-type lease, the tenant's costs may 
be increased and the landlord's costs lowered, with the land-
lord's net return increasing relative to the tenant's net 
return. Effects of acreage control are even more pro-
nounced for the cash-rent lease. Cash rents lag behind 
price, cost and production changes with the result that the 
landlord's gross returns remain constant while his costs 
decline and the tenant's costs increase. 
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IOWA FARM LEASE FORMS53 
Iowa's farm lease forms, included in this section, have 
evolved gradually over the past one-third century and in-
clude several adjustments gained from this study. Thus, 
these forms are but another step in the process of adapting 
farm leases to Iowa's changing agricultural conditions. 
Over the past 33 years, the Iowa Agricultural Experi-
ment Station has been developing lease forms and adapting 
them to the needs of Iowa landlords and tenants. The 
stock-share lease was issued as early as 1918.54 Additional 
cash- and crop-share lease forms were issued in 1920.55 
These three forms were revised and reissued with a fourth 
form for flexible cash rents in 1923.56 The cash-rent form 
was revised extensively and reissued in 1932.51 After fur-
ther revisions from time to time the four leases were re-
issued in 1944.58 
At the same time another form providing for a labor-
share arrangement was prepared in recognition of the in-
creasing importance of labor-share arrangements by young 
people in getting started in farming. 
Lease forms can contribute toward but cannot insure 
satisfactory leasing arrangements. How well these or any 
other lease forms serve the needs and objectives of land-
lords and tenants depends upon what they write into the 
forms and how well these provisions are carried out. With 
this important qualification, the forms following should 
prove helpful in improving farm rental arrangements 
throughout the state. 
IOWA FARM LEASE 
CASH OR CROP-SHARE 
(This lease form may be used for a cash, or stmight crop-share, or 
cash and crop-share rental arrangement.) 
This agreement is made this _____ day of------c---
(month) 19 ___ , between _______________ of ______ -:-__ 
(name of owner) (address) 
hereafter called the landlord and ___ ---,-________ of 
(name of renter) 
---__________ hereafter called the tenant. The terms of 
(address) 
this lease shall be binding upon the heirs, executors, administrators 
53Separate copies of these forms may be obtained from your county extension director 
or from Iowa Agricultural Extension Service, Ames, low .. 
540. G. Lloyd, Stock-share agreement and lease, Iowa Agr. Exp. Sta.. 1918. 
5'Cash farm lease: and Grain-share lease, Iowa Agr. Exp. Sta. 1920. 
n6C. L. Holmes, Drawing up the farm lease. Iowa Agr. Exp. Sta. Cir. 87. 11l23. 
57Millard Peck, A plan for adjusting cash rent to changes in the prices of farm 
products. Iowa Agr. Exp. Sta. Bul. 295. 1932. 
081. W. Arthur. Which farm lease shall I use? Iowa Farm Economist. July, 1944. 
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and assigns of both landlord and tenant unless otherwise agreed in 
writing. 
Section I. Description· of Land 
-In c·onsideration of the rental specified below, the landlord hereby 
leases to the tenant the following property consisting of_----
acres, more or less, hereafter called the farm described as (legal 
description) 
located in County, State of Iowa, together with all 
the buildings and improvements upon it subject to any easements 
existing or which the landlord may grant in the future. Easements 
now in existence are as follows: 
Section II. Length of Lease and Renewal 
Option (1). The length of this lease is from _____ -,--,-__ _ 
(month) 
195 __ , to the last day of , 195 __ , and con-
(month) 
tinuing thereafter from year to year until either party gives written 
notice to the other at least months before the expiration 
date of this agreement or any extension thereto. If neither party gives 
notice before the lease is 
(month and day) 
automatically renewed for another year. 
Option (2). Other 
Section III. Rental Amounts and Shares 
(Choose Olle option) 
Option A-All-Cash Rent-As rent for this farm, the tenant agrees 
to pay the sum of dollars, $, _______ _ 
per year, payable as follows: date (8) and amount) ______ _ 
Option B-Crop-share and/or Share-Cash-As rent for this farm, the 
tenant agrees to pay shares of crops and cash rent, and the landlord 























Landlord'. share of expen..e. 
Thresh-
ing, com- Comtner .. 






Lime ing ing 
(share) (share) (share) (share) (.hare) 
---T-o-ta-l--l--$--I-- -----------------------------
(Col. 1) I 
Field number or 
I description 
Section IV. Land Use and Practices 
It is agreed that the crop acreages shown below in Column 3-aare the approximate 
acreages planned for this year, 195 ___ , and that acreages of crops planned for the 
next 4 years are shown in columns 3-b, 3-c, 3-d and 3-e. Land practices to be used are 
shown in columns 4, 5 and 6. . 
These acreages, crops and practices may be changed by mutual written agreement 
at any time to meet changing conditions. 
(Col. 2) 





GrMs waterways to be I Crops and land UllO planned for following years: 
Approximate 
--1-'----,---I-acreage ~I~I~I~I~ BuUt Main- Laid Main- BuUt Main-Kind (year) tained out tained (year) tained (a) (b) (e) (d) (e) (a) (h) (e) (a) (b) (a) (b) 





roads and wast. 
Other land use practices: 







V. Farm Operation 
The tenant agrees to: 
1. Manage and operate the farm in a creditable manner, following the 
crop rotations and land-use practices indicated in Section IV and 
other tillage practices recognized as best in the community. 
2. Oc'cupy--or not occupy-the farm for the full period of this lease 
(check one). 
3. Keep the premises neat and in good appearance. 
4. Cut no live trees nor market any sand or gravel except by permis-
sion of the landlord. 
5. Plow up no permanent pasture, drainage ways, grass waterways, 
terraces or ditches without consent of the landlord. 
6. Control noxious weeds according to Iowa law. 
7. Not sell, burn or otherwise destroy or remove from farm any 
straw, cornstalks or hay grown on farm, except by permission of 
the landlord. 
8. Haul out and spread upon appropriate fields on farm all manure 
and compost at least once a year. 
9. Take care of trees, vines and shrubs and prevent injury to same. 
10. Avoid pasturing new seedings of grass beyond._-,---_____ _ 
(month and day) 
----______ unless written permission is given by 
landlord. 
11. A void pasturing rotation crop fields when ground is muddy; keep 
swine rung when running on pasture; and not over-graze pastures. 
12. Not assign this lease or sublet any part of the farm without writ-
ten consent of landlord. 
13. Peaceably surrender possession and occupancy of the premises at 
termination of lease, leaving premises in as good condition as he 
found them at beginning of lease, reasonable allowance being 
made for ordinary wear and depreciation. 
The landlord agrees to: 
1. Make following home, farm and land improvements and repairs 
so they will be ready for use on or before dates specified as follows: 
Improvements By Dates 
2. Furnish materials necessary for repairs and upkeep of fixed im-
provements including dwelling, barns, granaries, water supply, 
tiling and fences. 
3. Replace buildings destroyed by fire or accident, essential to opera-
tion of the farm, as soon as practicable. 
4. Assist in control of noxious weeds ac'cording to following agree-
ment: __ . __________ _ 
5. Warrant and defend tenant's possession against any and all 
persons during period of lease. 
6. Terrace land as follows: 
7. Layout contours as follows: _______________ _ 
8. Assist in establishing grass waterways· as follows : _____ _ 
9. Erect fences as follows : ________________ _ 
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10. Give tenant first opportunity to purchase landlord's share of grain 
and hay. 
11. Permit tenant to leave in field all corn beyond bushels 
per acre and to receive payment from tenant for same at rate 
of percent less than market price of harvested corn. 
12. Give tenant first chance to buy farm if it becomes for sale. 
VI. Compensation For Improvements and Removal of Fixtures 
Class A Improvement: Emergency improvements costing less than 
$25 each and totaling no more than :$ may be made by 
tenant without consent of landlord. Upon presenting landlord with 
signed receipts for these costs, the landlord will deduct these amounts 
from rent payments at next rent paying dates(s). 
Class B Improvement: With the written consent of landlord, tenant 
may apply limestone, commercial fertilizer, do fall plowing, establish 
meadows and pastures, build terraces, _____________ _ 
and to the extent not to exceed $, ___ ~_____::-__:: 
per year, and he will be compensated by landlord for unused value of 
improvements if tenant leaves the farm, according to schedules of 
remaining benefits agreed upon in Section D below. 
Class C Improvement: More costly improvements including tiling, 
fencing, constructing buildings and feeding floors, terracing land, 
water systems, , __________ _ 
and __ , may be made by tenant, providing landlord 
has given prior written approval. and tenant will be compensated by 
landlord for unused value of same if tenant leaves the farm, according 
to agreement in Section D below. 
D. COMPENSATION SCHEDULE OF REMAINING BENEFITS FROM IMPROVE-
MENTS. 
Class of I Initial 
irnprove- oost of Benefits remaining at end or each of foUowing yeara 
Improve.. ment improve- --------------
ment -- -- -- rnent 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th 8th 9th 10th 11th 12th 13th 14th 
A Jl C ($) ($) ($) (S) ($) m (S) ($) ($) (S) ($) (S) ($) ($) ($) 
---'-"- -- -"- --------- -.- --- - - - - _. - - --_.-
E,.mple-
Liming x 250 250 225 200 I i5 150 125 100 75 60 25 0 
~:II=c~--=== ~~ __ ----I _-I-F::::== 
----- ---:--1---- ~- ~- --- --- -1--- -- --1-1-1-1-- ---
_________________ 1-____ . ________________ _ 
---- __ J __ -c-___ 1_ --__ 1 __ -1-____ -'_--'_-'_1 __ -' __ 
------T-:-- -- ---i---,c--I- --:--1--1---1-1-1--1--1 --:--:----
E. The tenant shall remove any buildings and other improvements he 
has made on the farm at his expense, at any time within 60 days after 
termination of the lease, provided he leaves the property from which 
such improvements are removed in as good condition as was the case 
before the improvements were made. 
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VII. Compensation Due Landlord For Damages 
The tenant shall compensate the landlord for any unrepaired dam-
age to the property for which the tenant is responsible. Damage 
caused by ordinary wear and depreciation or by forces beyond tenant's 
control arc not recoverable by landlord from tenant. 
Section VIII. Right of Entry and Non-Fulfillment 
The landlord reserves the right for himself or his authorized rep-
resentative (s) to enter, repair and inspect the premises at any 
reasonable time. 
If either party shall fail in any respect to carry out any of the 
provisions of this lease, then the other shall serve notice demanding 
redress withiIL-- days time, and, if redress is not 
given, may hire the same done, and the cost shall be paid by that party 
failing to carry out said provisions. If the tenant fails to pay the 
specified rent or commits any act of gross negligence or waste which 
he is unable or unwilling to redress, the landlord may enter and take 
possession and the tenant shall peaceably vacate the premises. 
If lease is being terminated, the tenant shall give right of entry 
to the new tenant after for purpose of 
fall plowing. 
(month and day) 
Section IX. Arbitration 
Any differences between the landlord and the tenant shall upon the 
request of either party be submitted to arbitration by one disinterested 
person agreeable to both, or by three disinterested persons, one of 
whom shall be selected by the tenant, one by the landlord and the third 
by the two thus appointed. The decision of the arbitrator(s) shall be 
binding upon all parties to this contract. 
Section X. Other Provisions 
Section XI. Signatures 
Witnesses: _______ _ 
(Tenant) (Date) 
(Landlord) (Date) 
----------- ---------:----::-- -----(Agent of Ja.ndlord) (Date) 
IOWA FARM LEASE 
LIVESTOCK- AND CROP-SHARE 
(This lease form may be used for father-and-son farming arrange-
ment.) 
This agreement is made this day of , 19 __ , 
between __ ---:--_ __,----_of 
(name of owner) 
called the landlord and __ 
(month) 
_---,--o--: __ --:-_----,,----hereinafter 
(address of owner) 
of.._~-:--~~--::-~_ 
(name of tenant) (address of tenant) 
hereinafter called the tenant. The terms of this lease shall be bind-
ing upon the heirs, executors, administrators and assigns of both 
landlord and tenant unless otherwise agreed in writing. 
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Section 1. Description of Land 
In consideration of the rental specified below, the landlord hereby 
leases to the tenant the following property consisting of _____ _ 
________ acres, more or less, hereafter called the farm and de-
scribed as (legal description) _________________ _ 
.~ _________ located in County, 
State of Iowa, together with all the buildings and improvements upon it 
subject to any easements existing or which the landlord may grant in 
the future. Easements now in existence are as follows : ___ ~ __ _ 
Section II. Length of Lease and Renewal 
Option (1). The length of this lease is from ______ • 195_, 
(month) 
to the last day of __________ , 195 __ , and continuing there-
(month) 
after from year to year until either party gives written notice to the 
other at least months before the expiration date of 
this agreement or any extension thereto. If neither party gives notice 
before , the lease is automatically re-
(month and day) 
newed for another year. 
Option (2). Other· _______ _ 
Section III. Rental Amounts and Shares 
As rent for this farm the tenant agrees to pay shares of crops and 
livestock and products and the landlord agrees to pay shares of ex-
penses as follows: 
1. If any of these crops are sold the tenant will pay the landlord the 
following shares of income therefrom, and landlord will pay the fol-
lowing shares of expenses: 





Crops lord's ing. com- Commer- Insect Weed 
share of Cash billin~ or cial lerti- s~ray- s~ray .. 



















------- --.... --.---,----- -~~ Pasture 









2. The tenant will pay the landlord the following shares of live-
stock income, and landlord will contribute the following shares of 
ownership and of expenses: 
Livestock Landlord'. Landlord'. --
Landlord'. share or .zpenses 
------ - --- -- --
sbare of share of Veter- ~'eed Breed-
ownership income inlll'y bougbt ing fees 




Dairy oattle: Bull 
Cows 
Calv", raised 
neer cattle: Bull 
Cows 










Milk produced XXX 
Cream produced XXX 
Wool clipped XXX 
Eggs produced XXX 
----------
------~--- I ~--------- I 
3. The tenant may take from the undivided product sufficient milk, 
cream and eggs, poultry and up to ______ pounds of hogs for use 
in the farm household, and shall have all the produce of orchard and 
garden, including sufficient potatoes, for use in the farm household. 
If poultry is not jointly owned, the tenant shall be permitted to keep his 
flock of hens for his own use and disposal up to in number, 
to be fed from the undivided crop. 
4. The landlord shall reimburse the tenant to the extent of ___ _ 
percent of all bills for necessary operating expenses borne by the ten-
ant (except those named in Section VI) involving cash outlay or equiv-
alent, such as for threshing, shelling, shredding, silage-cutting, truck-
ing of products to market, feed grinding, twine, tractor fuel and oil, 
veterinary service, breeding fees, feeds, seeds, fertilizer, dip, spray 
material, taxes on jointly owned property and ; 
provided that, if by agreement with the tenant the landlord shall have 
made expenditures of a similar nature (excepting those specified in 
Section V), the tenant shall likewise reimburse him to the extent 
of percent; but neither shall have authority to bind the other 
in any contract with third parties. 
5. All livestock (except ___________ -
shall be owned jointly in undivided shares by landlord and tenant. 
No other livestock shall be kept" on the farm. All feed and other sup-
plies on hand at the beginning and during the term of the lease shall 
likewise be owned jointly. This joint ownership shall be arranged by 
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appraisal prior to the beginning of the lease term of the property con-
tributed by each party. If either party purchases any livestock or 
other property to be added to the jointly-owned property, he shall pur-
chase it in his own name and upon his own account, and if the other 
party later approves, it is agreed that the purchaser will then resell a 
one-half interest therein to the other party. If the other party disap-
proves, within 5 days after delivery of property to farm, the purchaser 
will remove said property from farm immediately. 
6. The following items of machinery and equipment shall be owned 
jointly in equal undivided shares 
7. In all matters involving the sale of jointly-owned property, and 
incurring of expenses as described in paragraph 3, of Section III, 
neither party is authorized by this agreement to act without the con-
sent of the other. Neither party shall purchase anything, nor make 
any contract, except in his own name and on his own account. 
S. At the termination of the lease the jointly-owned property shall 
be divided as follows: 
a. All hay, grain, fodder and other feeds and all supplies jointly 
owned, including baled straw, shall be divided by measure and 
the tenant shall leave one-half on the farm. 
b. The tenant shall divide each class of livestock, as cows, steers, 
calves, hogs, poultry, etc. into two groups and the landlord shall 
take his choice of the two groups of each. In case the two 
groups cannot be made of nearly equal value, the difference in 
value shall be agreed upon before the choice is made. 
c. If, in connection with any of the jointly-owned classes of proper-
ty, the parties prefer to set aside the above described plan of 
division, it is agreed that the tenant shall set a value on the 
entire amount of the respective jointly-owned classes of property 
on the basis of which he will either sell his undivided one-half 
interest or buy that of the landlord, at the option of the latter. 
d. If none of the foregoing provisions are satisfactory, then the 
property will be sold and the proceeds divided in accordance 
with ownership interests. 
Section V. Farm Operation 
The tenant agrees to: 
1. Manage and operate the farm in a creditable manner, following 
the crop' rotations and land use practices indicated in Section IV and 
other tillage practices recognized as best in the community. 
2. Occupy-or not occupy-the farm for the full period of this lease 
(check one). 
3. Keep the premises neat and in good appearance. 
4. Cut no live trees nor market any sand or gravel except by permis-
sion of the landlord. 
5. Plow up no permanent pasture, drainage ways, grass water-
ways, terraces or ditches without consent of the landlord. 
6. Control noxious weeds according to Iowa law. 
7. Not sell, burn or otherwise destroy or remove from farm any 
straw, cornstalks or hay grown on farm except by permission of the 
landlord. 
8. Haul out and spread upon appropriate fields on farm all manure 
and compost at least once a year. 
9. Take care of trees, vines and shrubs and prevent injury to same. 
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10. Avoid pasturing new seedings of grass beyonud~~~ __ --::-_ 
(month and day) 
11 .. Avoid pasturing rotation crop fields when ground is muddy; 
keep swine rung when running on pasture; and not over-graze 
pastures. 
12. Not assign this lease or sublet any part of the farm without 
written consent of landlord. 
13. Peaceably surrender possession and occupancy of the premises 
at termination of lease, leaving premises in as good condition as he 
found them at beginning of lease, reasonable allowance being made 
for ordinary wear and depreciation. 
The landlord agrees to: 
1. Make following home, farm and land improvements and repairs 
,so they will be ready for use on or before dates specified as follows: 
Improvements By Dates 
2. Furnish materials nec'essary for repairs and upkeep of fixed 
improvements, including dwelling, barns, granaries, water supply, til-
ing and fences. 
3. Replace buildings destroyed by fire or accident, essential to 
operation of the farm, as soon as practicable. 
4. Assist in control of noxious weeds according to following agree-
ment: 
5. Warrant and defend tenant's possession against any and all 
persons during period of lease. 
6. Terrace land as follows: 
7. Layout contours as follows: 
8. Assist in establishing grass waterways as follows: 
9. Erect fences as follows: 
~o. Give tenant first chance to buy farm if it becomes for sale. 
Section VI. Compensation for Improvements and Removal of Fixtures 
Class A Improvement: Emergency improvements costing less 
than $25 each and totaling no more than $ may be made 
by tenant without consent of landlord. Upon presenting landlord 
with signed receipts for these costs, the landlord will deduct these 
amounts from rent payments at next rent paying date(s). 
Class B Improvement: With the written consent of landlord, 
tenant may apply limestone, commercial fertilizer, do fall plowing, 
establish meadows and pastures, put in tiling and fencing, seed 
legumes, build terraces, _______ ~__ and ___ _ 
, _____ ----to the extent not to exceed $ per year, 
and he will be compensated by landlord for unused value of improve-
ments if tenant leaves the farm according to schedules of remaining 
benefits agreed upon in Section D below. 
Class C Improvements: More costly improvements including tiling, 
fencing, constructing buildings and feeding floors, terracing land, 
water systems, , _____ and , 
may be made by tenant providing landlord has given prior written 
approval, and tenant will be compensated by landlord for unused value 
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of same if tenant leaves the farm, according to agreement in Section 
D below. 
D. COMPENSATION SCHEDULE OF REMAINING BENEFITS FROM 
IMPROVEMENTS 
Class of Initial 
improve- cost of Benefits remaining at end of eaeh of following years 
Improve.. ment improve .. - - -- - - - - - -- - - -----
ment --1--- ment 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th 8th 9th 10th 11th 12th 13th llth 
ABC ($) ($) ($) (i) ($) ($) ($) ($) (') ($) ($) ($) ($) ($) m 
----~------------~----~--------
l~xample-
I.imiD~ X 250 250 225 200 175 150 125 100 75 50 25 0 
------_._---- - ........... -- - -.- -- -- - ------ - ----
E. The tenant shall remove any buildings and other improvements 
he has made on the farm at his expense, at any time within 60 days 
after termination of the lease, provided he leaves the property from 
which such improvements are removed in as good condition as was 
the case before the improvements were made. 
Section VII. Compensation Due Landlord for Damages 
The tenant shall compensate the landlord for any unrepaired dam-
age to the property for which the tenant is responsible. Damage 
caused by ordinary wear and depreciation or by forces beyond ten-
ant's control are not recoverable by landlord from tenant. 
Section VIII. Right of Entry and Non-Fulfillment 
The landlord reserves the right for himself or his authorized repre-
sentatives to enter, repair and inspect the premises at any reasonable 
time. 
If either party shall fail in any respcct to carry out any of the 
provisions of this lease, then the other shall serve notice demanding 
redress within .days, and, if redress is not given, 
may hire the same done, and the cost shall be paid by the party fail-
ing to carry out said provisions. If the tenant fails to pay the speci-
fied I'ent or commits any act of negligence or waste which he is unable 
or unwilling to redress, the landlord may enter and take possession, 
and the tenant shall peaceably vacate the premises. If lease is being 
terminated, the tenant shall give right of entry to the new tenant after 
______________ ----'for the purposes of fall plowing. 
(month and day) 
Section IX. Arbitration 
Any differences between the landlord and the tenant shall upon 
the request of either party be submitted to arbitration by one disinter-
ested person agreeable to both, or by three disinterested persons, one 
of whom shall be selected by the tenant, one by the landlord and the 
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third by the two thus appointed. The decision of the arbitrator (s) 
shall be binding upon all parties to this contract. 
Section X. Other Provisions 




(Agent of landlord) (Date) 
POINTS TO BE CHECKED IN DEVELOPING FARM 
LEASES5u 
Each of the foregoing farm leases should be adapted to 
the individual situation made up of the farm, the tenant and 
the landlord. In the interests of calling attention to impor-
tant features to be considered by landlords and tenants in 
developing leases to serve their particular needs, the fol-
lowing list of points has been prepared. 60 Of course, no 
one lease would be expected to contain provisions on all of 
these points. However, this list should help provide assur-
ance that no important items in the lease are being over-
looked. 
1. Essentials of Lease 
1. Time specifications and designation of parties: 
__ a. Date of making lease. 
____ b. Date lease becomes effective. 
__ c. Date tenant's occupancy ends. 
___ d. Name and address of landlord. 
___ e. Name and address of tenant. 
2. Description of property leased: 
__ a. Name of farm. 
__ b. Farm boundaries or legal description. 
__ c. State, county, community. 
__ d. Number of acres in farm. 
__ e. Reservations of any part for landlord. 
3. Signatures and acknowledgment: 
__ a. Signature of landlord. 
__ b. Signature of tenant. 
__ c. Signature of wife. 
____ d. Signatures of witnesses. 
_____ e. Acknowledgment or recording. 
II. Tenure of Lease 
1. Lease period: 
__ a. 1 year. 
rouFor further discus. ion of many of these points see (a) earlier sections of this 
report and (b) USDA Farmers' Bul. 1969 from which these points were developed. 
GOSeparate copies of this section may be obtained from county agricultural extension 
directors and frrm Iowa Agricultural Extension Service. Ames. Iowa. 
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__ b. Term of years such as 3, 5 or 10 years. 
__ c. Year-to-year automatic continuation. 
2. Provisions for cancellations: 
__ a. When operative. 
___ b. Conditions under which operative. 
__ c. Length of notice required such as 4, 6, 9 or 12 
months. 
3. Provisions for termination: 
___ a. Terminates at end of period without notice. 
___ b. Date notice of termination is due. 
4. Provisions for renewal: 
___ a. Continues automatically from year to year. 
___ b. Other type of renewal mutually agreeable. 
5. Procedure in case: 
__ a. Of death of either party. 
__ b. Either party becomes bankrupt. 
___ c. Tenant becomes incapacitated. 
- __ d. Mortgagee takes possession. 
III. Rental Rates 
1. Basis for rental rates: 
_. __ a. Farm productivity. 
__ b. Relative contribution of the two parties. 
___ c. Participation in agricultural programs. 
2. Kind and amount of rent to be paid: 
__ a. Cash. 
__ b. Kind, such as number of bushels of corn, etc. 
-- c. Shares of crops and livestock. 
-_ d. Expenses to be deducted before division of produce. 
__ e. Products for family use. 
____ f. Feeding work stock from undivided grain and hay. 
---_ g. Privilege of buying at farm prices the landlord's 
share of feed crops for on-farm use. 
3. Specifications on payment of rent: 
____ a. Time when payment is due. 
__ b. Place where payment is due. 
__ c. Method of dividing share rent. 
___ d. Work to be performed instead of payment of rent. 
4. Schedule for sliding-scale rentals based on: 
___ a. Fluctuations in prices of one product. 
__ b. Fluctuations in prices of several products. 
___ c. Variations in production conditions. 
5. Rent rebates for production losses beyond tenant's control: 
___ a. Hail. 
___ h. Freezes. 
__ c. Flood 
__ d. Drouth. 
___ e. Fire. 
___ f. Disease damage. 
___ g. Insect damage. 
IV. Conservation and Improvements 
1. Development and maintenance of improvements: 
a. Supplying materials. 
h. Supplying fruit trees and shrubs. 
c. Furnishing skilled labor. 
d. Furnishing unskilled labor. 
e. Insurance on buildings. 
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2. Compensation for improvements: 
__ a. Major improvements. 
____ b. Minor improvements. 
__ c. Soil and land improvement. 
__ d. For control of noxious weeds. 
3. Authorization to remove improvements made by tenant: 
__ a. Buildings. 
__ b. Fences. 
__ c. Fixtures. 
4. Items requiring special treatment: 
a. Provisions regarding use and sale of: 
( 1.) Timber. 
(2) Sand. 
__ (3) Gravel. 
__ (4) Game. 
___ (5) Minerals. 
b. Specifications on care and maintenance of: 
( 1) Drains, ditches and grassed waterways. 
( 2) Reservoirs and ponds. 
( 3) Terraces and check dams. 
( 4) Bridges. 
( 5) Roads. 
( 6) Buildings. 
(7) Fences. 
( 8) Gates. 
( 9) Windmills. 
(10) Motors. 
(11) Pumps. 
(12) Orchards and vineyards. 
(13) Farm wood lot. 
c. Time and frequency of mowing, grubbing or spraying: 
( 1) Fields. 
( 2) Pastures. 
(3) Roads. 
( 4) Fence rows. 
( 5) Around buildings. 
V. Efficient Production 
1. Rules of good husbandry regarding: 
__ a. General farming operations. 
__ b. Supervision by the landlord. 
__ c. Time of pasturing livestock. 
__ d. Control of disease among livestock. 
__ e. Ringing of hogs. 
___ f. Spraying crops for insects and weeds. 
2. Specifications regarding crops and livestock: 
__ a. Map of farm. 
__ b. Acreage of crops to be grown. 
__ c. Location of these crops on the farm. 
__ d. Rotation to be followed. 
___ e. Winter cover crops. 
__ f. Kind and quantity of seed. 
___ g. Number of each class of livestock. 
__ h. Breed of livestock. 
___ i. Insurance on crops and livestock. 
3. Participation in Government programs: 
__ a. Crop adjustment. 
__ b. Soil conservation and contouring. 
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__ c. Modification in farming system. 
__ d. Home wood lot. 
__ e. Wildlife preservation. 
4. Specifications regarding use of crops: 
__ a. Sale. 
__ b. Feed on farm. 
__ c. Handling of straw, fodder, manure. 
__ d. Pasturing small grain. 
5. Actions agreed upon in case of neglect: 
__ a. Hiring persons. 
-_ b. Hiring machines or custom work. 
__ c. Buying materials. 
VI. Responsibilities .. 
1. Relating to performance: 
__ a. Warranty that landlord has right to lease farm. 
__ b. Procedure in event farm is sold. 
__ c. Right of landlord to inspect, improve and repair. 
__ d. Agreement regarding subletting of farm. 
__ e. Continuous occupancy throughout the lease period. 
__ f. Agreement regarding off-farm work. 
__ g. Yielding possession at end of lease period. 
__ h. Working for landlord. 
__ i. Assignment of rights covered in lease. 
2. Relating to joint property: 
__ a. Appraisals at beginning of lease. 
__ b. Purchases and sales with and without consultation. 
__ c. Keeping farm records. 
__ d. Furnishing vouchers and receipts. 
__ e. Handling joint or undivided funds. 
3. Relating to settlement at termination of lease: 
__ a. Appraisal of joint property. 
___ b. Method of dividing joint property. 
___ c. Acreages plowed, seeded or planted to crops: 
__ (1) At beginning of lease. 
__ (2) Compensation for excess at end of lease. 
__ (3) Payment for deficiency at end of lease. 
__ d. Payment of outstanding debts of joint responsibility. 
VII. Operating Capital and Expenses 
1. Respective contributions to operating capital: 
__ a. Machinery and equipment. 
__ b. Special tools and machines. 
__ c. Work stock and power. 
__ d. Productive livestock. 
2. Respective contributions to labor and operating expenses: 
__ a. Regular labor. 
__ b. Sp!!cial labor. 
__ c. Machine hire or custom work. 
__ d. Packing and processing charges. 
__ e. Feed costs, veterinary charges, breeding fees and 
other livestock expenses. 
__ f. Seeds. 
__ g. Fertilizer and lime. 
__ h. Spray and dusting materials. 
__ i. Fuel and oil for tractors, trucks and power equip-
ment. . 
__ j. Electricity for farm use. 
VIII. 
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3. Credit for operating expenses: 
__ a. Furnished by landlord. 
__ b. Furnished by tenant. 
__ c. Furnished by bank, PCA, FSA or others. 
4. Special facilities to increase production: 
__ a. Additional and "temporary fencing. 
__ b. Additional and temporary buildings. 
__ c. Special types of seed. 
__ d. Development of water supply. 
___ e. Development of new pastures. 
General Provisions 
1. Settling differences: 
___ a. Arbitration. 
__ b. Court action. 
2. Declarations pertaining to partnership status: 
___ a. Disavowals. 
___ b. Admissions. 
-_ c. Qualifications. 
APPENDIX A 
PROCEDURES 
Altogether, the Statistical Laboratory, using materials developed 
for the Master Sample Project,61 had designated 13,324 small areas of 
land (sampling units) as covering the open-country portion of the 
Cash Grain Area.62 The sample farms were located in 100 such small 
areas, each containing a cluster of about three farmsteads and aver-
aging less than 1 square mile in size. The selected sampling units 
(segments) were scattered throughout the 20 counties so that the 
number chosen from anyone county was approximately proportional to 
the number of farms that county contained. 
The sample design basically specified a systematic sample, stratified 
at the county level and with a separate random draw of segments 
made for each stratum. The chance that any particular sampling 
unit or any farmstead (since every farmstead was contained in one 
and only one sampling unit) had of being chosen for the sample was 
thus 0.0075. Since the area probability method of sampling was used, 
the 287 farms contained in the 100 selected segments may be consid-
ered representative of all open-country farms in the 20 counties. 
Information obtained from the operators and landlords of these farms 
can be used as a basis for inferences about the much larger number 
of operator-landlord-farm situations in the Cash Grain Area. 
Even after making several visits to the segments, the interviewers 
were not able to contact operators of 49 sample farms. Rather than 
continue attempts to contact these persons, a substitution scheme was 
adopted whereby the nearest farm was substituted for each of the 49 
farms. Reasons for substitution are given in Table A1. Before a 
substitution was made, a "noninterview" sheet was filled out which 
asked for tenure classification and other characteristics of the sample 
farms. 
Because of the necessity for making substitutions, there was the 
possibility of biasing the sample by gaining or losing operators of a 
particular tenure classification. However, a comparison of the sub-
01 The open-country portion includes all land outside of towns and cities and certain 
other densely populated areas. 
62For a discussion of the Master Sample frOiD which this" sample was drawn. see 
A. J. King and R. J. Jessen. The master sample of agriculture. Jour. Amer; 
Statistical Assoc. 40: 38-56. 1945. 
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TABLE At. NUMBER OF SAMPLE FARMS FOR WHICH SUBSTITUTIONS WERE 
MADE AND REASONS FOR SUBSTITUTIONS. 
Reason for substitution 
Number of sample farms by tenure of operator 
Full owner Part owner Tenant Total 
Operator uncooperative 
(resented being questioned) ....•..•.••..••••.. 1 0 0 1 
Operator willing but too busy ................... 2 0 1 3 
Illness .•...................................... 3 0 1 4 
Language difficulties ........................... 1 0 0 1 
Operator not at home 
40 (in town. helping neighbors. etc.) .•...•........ 12 21 
Tota!.. ................................... 19 23 49 
stitute interviews with tenure information which had been obtained 
for all noninterviewed sample farms showed that there was little 
difference between non interviewed and substitute farms. Had all the 
originally selected farm operators been interviewed in place of the 49 
operators who were substituted, there would have been four less part-
'owner operators, two more full owners and two more tenants in the 
final sample. It is of course possible that the two groups of farms and 
operators might differ significantly on other characteristics. 
Table A2 shows the tenure of operators in the survey sample as 
compared with U. S. Census data for 1.950. The rental survey showed 
4 percent more tenants, 1 percent less part owners and 3 percent few-
er full owners. The slight difference may be attributed in part to 
"sampling error" in our survey.oa Also it is possible that compared 
with the Census, the 1948-49 survey got more detailed and accurate 
information for classifying tenure of farm operators. The Census data 
were based on all farms as defined by the Census, whereas the survey 
was concerned only with those farms whose operators lived in the open 
country. Thus, the two universes were not completely comparable. 
In addition to information obtained from interviews, other sources 
of information included in this bulletin are rental studies from other 
states and various Iowa statutes and court decisions pertaining to 
landlord and tenant relations in Iowa. 
TABLE A2. PROPORTION OF FARM OPERATORS WHO WERE FULL OWNERS. 
PART OWNERS AND TENANTS IN NORTH CENTRAL IOWA. 
Proportion of 
--------._,---------.,---------Source of iuformation 
Full owners Part owner. Tenant. 
(percent) (percent) (percent) 
----------------.------------ ---------1---------1---------
U. S.census (1945) .................................. . 
Tenure su."ey (1948-49) ............................. . 







63"Sampling error" is not an actual error, but a measure of the variation in the 
composition of the sample due to chance. • • i. e., resulting from the fact that 




RENTAL DATA ADAPTED FROM 1950 CENSUS OF 
AGRICULTURE 
TABLE Bl. TENURE OF IOWA FARM OPERATORS BY COUNTIES, ARRAYED 
BY DECREASING PROPORTION OF TENANTS. 




Proportion of farm operators who are 
tenancy Tenants Full owner. P"t oWners Managers (number) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) 
-- ------------
---------Grundy ................ 1 54.9 31.3 13.6 .2 
Calhoun ............... 2 53.4 31.1 15.3 .2 
Lyon .................. 3 52.1 33.4 14.4 .1 
Cherokee .............. 4 52.0 32.5 15.1 .4 
Wright ................ 5 52.0 34.7 13.1 .2 
Ida ............ 6 51.7 36.3 11.9 .1 
Greene .... ...... : : : : : : : 7 51.2 33.6 15.1 .1 
Humboldt .............. 8 51.1 35.0 13.S .1 
Osceola ................ 9 51.0 34.0 15.0 .0 
Pocahontas ............. 10 50.6 33.5 15.8 .1 
Emnlet ... , ........... . 11 50.5 36.6 12.3 .6 
P\rt!outh ............. 12 50.2 33.1 16.3 .4 o rlen ................ 13 49.6 34.4 15.S .2 
CI.y ................... 14 49.2 35.8 14.8 .2 
Buena VistA ............ 15 49.0 36.0 15.0 .0 
Palo Alto .............. 16 48.8 37.S 13.3 .1 
Hamilton .............. 17 48.7 36.8 14.3 .2 
8ac ...... , ............ . 18 48.7 36.8 14.3 .2 
Kossuth ................ 19 48.4 37.1 14..1 .1 
nancock ......... , ..... 20 47.4 38.4 13.9 .3 
Webster ............... 21 47.1 36.9 15.9 .1 
Carroll. ............... 22 46.9 39.7 12.9 .5 
Crawford .............. 23 46.7 40.5 12.6 .2 
~~t'i~~::::::::::::::::: 24 46.6 40.6 12.3 .5 25 46.4 41.0 12.4 .2 
Fr.nklin .•. 26 46.1 40.5 12.9 .5 
Shelby ...... :::::::::: : 27 46.1 40.3 13.4 .2 
Sioux .................. 28 46.1 34.7 19.2 .0 
Dickinson .............. 29 46.0 41.8 12.0 .2 
Monona ............... 30 45.8 38.8 15.2 .2 
Hardin ................ 31 44.9 40.1 14.6 .4 
Benton ................ 32 44.6 40.0 15.0 .4 
Cerro Gordo ............ 33 42.8 44.3 12.5 .4 
Marshall ............... 34 42.8 42.1 14.7 .4 
Cedar ................. 35 42.7 44.4 12.5 .4 
Mills .................. 36 42.7 40.2 16.9 .2 
Montgomery ........... 37 42.3 44.2 13.1 .4 
Boone. _ ..... w ••••••••• 38 42.1 40.3 17.3 .3 
Audubon ............... 39 41.6 47.4 10.8 .2 
Delaware .............. 40 41.4 50.2 8.3 .1 
Fremont ............... 41 40.9 38.6 19.6 .9 
J .. per ................. 42 40.4- 44.4 14.8 .4 
Pottawattamie .......... 43 40.4 45.6 13.7 .3 
Harrison .. ............. 44 40.3 42.0 17..'; .2 
Winnebago ............. 45 40.0 46.3 13.6 .1 
Worth ................. 46 39.9 47.Ii 14.7 .9 
Po ... eshick ............. 47 38.0 44.6 !G.3 .2 
Clinton ............ 48 38.8 49.7 11.2 .3 
Cass ................ :: : 49 38.6 48.2 13.0 .2 
Floyd .................. 50 38.3 45.1 16.4 .2 
Bremer ................ 51 38.0 51.3 10.5 .2 
T.ma .................. 52 37.8 45.1 17.0 .1 
135 
Table Bl (Continued) 
County 
Rank rell"rding Proportion of farm operators who are 
proportloD of 
Full owners Managers tenancy Tenants Part owners (number) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) 
Jon ..................... 53 37.3 52.4 9.9 .4 
Woodbury ............. 54 37.2 47.5 14.7 .6 
Black lIawk ............ 55 36.0 50.3 12.5 .6 
Cl.yton ................ 56 36.6 52.8 10.5 .1 
Guthrie ................ 57 36.4 47.6 15.9 .1 
Dalla .................. 58 36.0 46.2 17.2 .0 
Scott .................. 59 35.4 52.9 11.1 .6 
Adams ................. 60 ~4.g 51.5 13.4 .2 
Iowa .................. 01 34.5 47.3 17.3 .9 
Buchanan .............. 62 34.2 1i3.4 11.8 .6 
Page .................. 63 34.2 48.6 16.6 .6 
Washington ............ 64 34.2 50.0 15.6 .2 
Adair .................. 05 34.0 48.4 17.4 .2 
Muscatine ............. 66 33.9 48.3 17.3 .5 
Fafette ................ 67 3~.8 53.4 12.6 .2 
Chltkasaw ............. 118 33.3 50.2 16.5 .0 
Louisa ................. 69 32.0 51.0 15.8 .6 
Howard ................ 70 32.4 51.1 16.0 .5 
Mitchell ............... 71 32.1 51.1 16.2 .6 
Marion ................ 72 32.0 52.6 15.3 .1 
l',{ ahaska . ......... _ .... 73 31. 7 53.7 14.5 .1 
Henry ................. 74 31.4 51.1 17.2 .3 
Winncshick ............ 75 ~1.0 55.3 13.6 .1 
Johnson ................ 76 29.5 52.7 17.2 .6 
Linn ................... 77 29.3 57.4 12.9 .4 
Taylor ................. 78 29.3 53.3 17.3 .1 
Union. 7P 29.2 5a.l 17.7 .0 
Polk .••. ::::::::::::::: 80 28.7 04.0 16.6 .7 
Clarke .... ~1 28.3 56.1i 15.1 .1 
Jacksc" .•.. : : : : : : : : : : : : 82 27.9 60.5 11.2 .4 
Keokuk ................ 83 27.0 52.4 20.4 . .2 
Warren ................ 84 26.7 56.6 16.2 .5 
Decatur ................ 85 25.9 58.3 15.6 .2 
.Tefferson ............... 86 25.7 56.5 17.7 .1 
M.dison ............... ~7 25.6 55.7 18.6 .1 
Des Moines ............ 88 25.3 55.6 19.0 .1 
Lur"" ........... 89 25.3 56.6 18.0 .1 
Allamakee .•...... : : : : : : 90 25.2 61. 7 13.0 .1 
Dubuque ............... 91 25.2 62.Q 11.5 .4 
Wayn .................. 02 2,1.2 57.2 18.1 .5 
Ringgold ............... 9:1 24.0 54.2 21.7 .1 
Wapello ................ 94 22.8 61.9 15.1 .2 
Davis .................. 95 20.2 61.8 17.7 .3 
Yan Buren ............. 96 19.n 63.0 17.0 .1 
Lee ......... 97 18.9 52.1 18.8 .2 
Appar.oose ... : : : : : : : : : : ~8 18.1 63.3 18.1 .2 
~Ionroc ................ 99 17.5 63.1 19.3 .1 
Iowa tota\.. ....... .............. 38.2 46.7 14.9 .2 
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TABLE B2. PROPORTION OF IOWA FARM LAND '(BY COUNTIES) RENTED, 
OWNED, AND MANAGED, ARRAYED BY DECREASING PROPORTION 
OF LAND RENTED. 
(Adapted from U. S. Census of Agriculture. 1950.) 
Rank regarding Proportion of farm land 
County proportion of 
land rented Rented Operated by owner Managed (number) (peroent) (percent) (percent) 
Calhoun ................ 1 69.70 29.98 .32 
Greene ..... 2 67.88 31.99 .13 
Grundy ...... :::::::::: : 3 67.69 32.22 .09 
Emmet ................. 4 66.16 32.87 .97 
Wright ................. 5 60.10 33.18 .72 
Cherokee ............... 6 65.95 33.17 .88 
Ml~ie,;"".:::::::::::::: 7 65.62 3Ui .04 8 65.09 34.67 .24 
Buena Vi,ta ............. 9 64.29 3S.71 U 
Pocahontas ............. 10 64.10 35.68 .22 
Clay ................... 11 64,06 35.77 .17 
Webster ................ 12 63.35 36.36 .29 
Hamilton .••............ 13 63.31 36.3~ .33 
l'lymouth ............... 14 63.31 36.19 .50 
Humboldt .............. I,; 63.20 36.63 .17 
BOOM .................. 16 63.12 36.18 .70 
Ida .................... 17 62.89 37.05 .06 
Osceola ................. 18 62.6P 37.31 
° Siou, ................... 19 62.49 37.51 
° ~!~~~'.'.::::::::::::::: : 20 62.18 36.51 1.31 21 60.89 38.0.; 1.06 
Mill.s .... 22 60.86 38.49 .65 
Marshall .. : : : : : : : : : : : : : : 23 60.84 38.32 .84 
Butler .................. 24 60.70 39.05 .25 
Hancock ................ 25 60.52 39.15 .33 
Kossllth ................ 26 60.47 39.39 .14 
Palo Alto ............... 27 60.16 39.RO .04 
Monona ................ 28 60.00 39.55 .45 
Hardin ................. 29 59.97 39.28 .75 
Fremont ................ 30 59.~2 38.13 1.95 
lihelby ................. 31 59.31 40.15 .54 
Dickinson ............... 32 58.83 40.98 .19 
Montgomery ............ 33 58.71 40.63 .66 
Benton ................. 34 58.68 40.47 .85 
Carroll ................. 35 58.36 41.06 .58 
Franklin ................ 36 58.31 41.10 .59 
Harrison ................ 37 58.17 4l.43 .40 
Pottawattamie .......... 38 58.02 41.30 .68 
Crawford ............... 39 56.62 42.42 .96 
~r.r:::::::::::::::::: 40 56.62 42.47 .91 41 53.27 41.05 !l.68 
Cerro Gordo ............ 42 56.21 42.~2 1.47 
Cedar ........... 43 55.4-1 41.06 .50 
D.lIM ..........•. :::::: 44 5539 41.97 2.64 
Audubon ............... 45 54.61 44.29 1.10 
Winnebago ............. 4G 54.33 45.48 .19 
~~~~:::::::::::::::::: 47 53.72 45.99 .29 4~ 53.72 46.16 .12 
Worth .................. 40 53.42 46.24 .34 
Powcshiek .............. 60 53.20 46.44 .36 
Cass ................... 51 52.74 47.10 .16 
m.ck Hawk ............ 52 52.58 45.95 1.5. 
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Table B2 ( Continued) 
Rank regarding Proportion of farm land 
County proportion of 
land rented Rented Operated by owner Managed (number) (percont) (percent) (percent) 
Woodbury .............. 53 52.52 46.24 1.24 
Guthrie ................. 54 52.45 47.43 .12 
Ad3ms ................. 55 51.76 47.97 .27 
Scott ................... 56 50.27 48.97 .76 
Page ................... 57 50.17 48.21 1.62 
Washington ............. 58 50.12 49.50 .38 
Clinton ................. 59 50.09 49.50 .41 
Delaware ......... 60 49.93 49.98 .00 
Musc.tine ......... :.::: 61 49.51 49.84 .65 
Adair .................. 62 49.48 50.17 .35 
Bremer ....... 63 49.36 50.46 .18 
Mahaska. ..... :: ::::::: 61 48.65 51.06 .29 
Marion ................. 65 48.10 51.51 .39 
Mitchell .......... 66 47.60 51.84 .56 
Linn .............. ::::. 67 47.37 49.30 3.33 
Henry .................. 68 47.13 51.82 1.05 
Louisa .................. 69 46.41 52.55 1.04 
~~~~~.'.:::::::::':: : 70 46.40 53.40 .20 71 46.28 52.43 1.29 
Jonl'S ........... 72 4~.19 52.97 .84 
How.rd ......... :::::·· 73 45.95 52.96 1.09 
Chick.,aw ........ 74 45.83 53.91 .26 ~~ft!~~·.·.·.:::::::::::: : 75 45.75 53.89 .36 76 45.61 54.10 .29 
~::i~~~:::.:: :::::: :'.::: 77 44.96 54.80 .24 78 44.88 55.12 0 
lown; ................... 79 44.30 47.61 8.09 
Warren ................. 80 43.82 64.74 1.44 
D •• Moines ............. 81 43.50 56.40 .10 
Johnson ................ 82 4~.18 55.61 1.21 
Winne.hiek ............. 53 40.97 M.iS .27 
Madison ................ 84 40.86 58.82 .32 
Ringgold ............... 85 40.6/j 59.17 .17 
Clarke .................. 86 40.49 58.76 .7. 
Decatur ...... 87 40.40 58.29 1.31 
Lucas ......... ::.: ::::: 88 40.11 59.78 .11 
Jefferson ................ 89 38.s.; 61.00 .15 
W.yne ................. 90 38.54 61.06 .40 
}~~~:~~::::::::::::::: : 91 37.04 62.38 .58 92 35.62 33.71 .67 
Lee ........ na ~5.17 64.3S .45 
Appanoose ... : : : : : : : : : : : 94 34.80 64.92 .28 
Van Buren .............. 95 34.08 65.51 .41 
D.vi ................... 96 33.95 64.48 1.57 
Allarnakee .............. 97 32.52 67.26 .22 
Dubuque ............... 98 31. 77 66.92 1.31 
Monroe ................ . 9P 29.81 68.91 1.28 
Iowa total. ......... ................ 55.11 44.18 .71 
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TABLE B3. KIND OF RENT PAID BY IOWA'S FARM TENANTS BY COUNTIES. 
(Adapted from U. S. Census of Agriculture, 1950.) 
County 
Adair ................ .. 
Adams ................ . 
Allamakee ............. . 
Appanoose ............ . 
Audubon ............. .. 
Benton .............. . 
Black Hawk ........... . 
Boone ....... .. , ...... . 
Bremer . ..... . 
Ruchan~n. " ...... , ... . 
Buena Vista ......... . 
Butler ............. . 
Calhoun .......... . 
Carroll ................ . 
Cass .................. . 
Cedar ................ . 
Cerro Gordo ....... . 
Cherokee ........ . 
Chickasaw ...... . 
Clarke ............. . 
Clay ................. .. 
CI.yton ............... . 
Clinton .............. . 
Crawford .............. . 
Dallas .............. .. 
Davis ................. . 
Decatur ............. .. 
Delaware ............. . 
nes Moines ........... . 
Dickinson ............ . 
Dubuque ............. . 
Emmet .... " .... .... . 
Fayotte ........... . 
Floyd ................. . 
Franklin ............ .. 
Fremont ............. . 
Greene .... , , ........ . 
Grundy ........... . 
Guthrie.... . . 
IIamilton ............ . 
Hancock ............ .. 
Hardin ............... . 
Harrison ..... ........ . 
Henry ................ . 
Howard ............... . 
Humholdt ............. . 
Id .................... . 
Iowa ................. . 
Jackson .... . 
Jfi.spcr . ..... '. . ..... . 












































































































































































































































































Table B3 (Continued) 
County 
Proportion paying kind of rent 
-----
Crop-!lhare- Livestock-
Cash cash Crop-share share Ot,er 
(percent) (percent) (percent) (pcrcent) (percent) 
------- -----JohIlson ............. . 25.5 30.8 10.5 26.S 6.4 
Jones ... .. , ........... : 31.8 15.1 1.8 43.9 7.4 
Keokuk ................ 10.8 46.4 11.3 21.4 7.1 
K08>uth ................ 7.3 63.6 8.6 12.1 8.4 
Lee .................... 10.1 25.9 14.0 23.9 17.1 
IJin1l .......... ......... 29.7 32.1 6.2 24.0 8.0 
Louisa ................. 13.6 44.2 10.2 23.3 8.7 
Lucas ................. 13.3 51.5 5.9 22.1 7.2 
Lyon .................. 22.S 60.0 6.3 8.0 2.9 
Madison ............... 9.3 53.5 9.7 18.7 8.8 
Mahaska ............... 12.2 41.5 6.2 30.S 9.3 
l\lariOll ............ ... 12.1 {3.9 8.8 24.1 11.1 
MarShalL ......... 11.6 42.0 r..3 35.2 4.9 
Mills .............. ::: : 4.7 46.7 17.1 25.9 5.5 
Mitebell. .............. 20.4 3SA 6.4 25.7 9.1 
Monona ..... 4.4 49.4 18.7 22.9 4.6 ~follroe .... ' . : :: :: :: : : : 25.4 29.0 10.5 22.2 12.9 
Montgomery ..... ...... 4.2 44.4 8.6 3S.6 4.2 
Muscatiue ............. 35.3 34.6 7.7 17.5 4.9 
O'Brien ................ 28.4 50.1 5.6 11.9 4.0 
Osceola ... .... 21.3 62.9 4.4 9.3 2.1 
Page ........ :::::::: 8.1 36.6 5.0 45.6 4.7 
Palo Alto .............. 9.6 64.0 10.1 11. 9 4.4 
Plymouth .......... .... 24.0 53.6 7.5 11.7 2.6 
Pocahontas .. ....... 0.8 68.2 11.1 9.3 4.0 
Polk ................ :: : 10.1 49 7 10.6 19.1 10.5 
Pottawattamie .......... 11.5 48.2 11.3 24.6 4.4 
Poweshiek .. , ......... , 13.7 47.8 6.1 27.2 5.2 
Rillggold ............... 10.5 54.4 G.7 20.0 8.4 
Sac ................... . 13.5 52.3 7.5 23.5 3.2 
Scott .................. 61.3 18.0 5.4 9.5 5.8 
Shelby ................. 9.5 58.3 7.5 Ig.9 4.8 
Sioux .................. 39.2 41.1 6.9 lUI 1.6 
Story .................. 5.1 65.2 10.0 16.6 3.1 
Tama ................. 26.1 39.0 5.8 23.1 6.0 
Taylor ................ 15.0 53.3 3.7 25.5 2.5 
Union ..... , .... , ...... 11.7 50.8 4.5 10.2 10.8 
Van Buren ............. 17.5 38.4 8.8 24.8 10.5 
Wapollo ................ 20.5 44.0 6.8 14.8 13.9 
Warren ............... 10.2 45.6 13.2 19.2 U.8 
Wa.'lhington .......... 15.5 39.6 6.2 32.2 6.5 
Wayne ................. 7.4 55.1 6.1 19.2 10.2 
Webster ............... 5.6 67.6 13.3 8.8 4.7 
Winnehago ............ 11.4 51.0 9.5 23.7 4.4 
"'?inncshiek . ............ 27.3 7 .8 4.2 54.0 6 .1 
Woodbury ............. 9.0 55.8 12.5 17.2 5.5 
Worth ................. 14.6 39.3 8.0 33.1 4.9 
Wr.ght ................ 6.0 70.2 5.4 13.1 5.3 
-----
-----
Iowa tota\.. ....... 16.8 46.0 7.9 23.4 5.9 
